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Abstract 
Community justice partnerships are complex and fluid entities that vary across a wide range of 
aspects, such as partnership function and activities, agency and organizational involvement, 
community mobilization, and overall community context. The complexity of and variation across 
partnerships hampers systematic assessment and rigorous evaluation. This study seeks to explore 
and develop methods to better understand the functioning of community justice partnerships, and 
in turn, facilitate measurement and evaluation. The study examines the factors that facilitate and 
strengthen the ability of community organizations to participate in community justice
partnerships, and explores how these factors at the organizational level relate to the ability of
partnerships to achieve their stated mission and objectives.  
More specifically, the goals of the research were to: (1) collect data on effective 
partnerships across partnership types that can be used to develop a conceptual framework of 
partnership functioning and outcomes, (2) develop testable hypotheses to guide future 
investigations of community justice partnerships, and (3) convene a panel of experts to review 
the conceptual framework and hypotheses, and (4) identify performance measures and/or useful 
instruments for monitoring and evaluating partnership development, implementation, and 
outcomes.  
This report summarizes the findings from the study, presents a detailed conceptual 
framework for assessing and evaluating partnerships, and discusses techniques and tools for 
measurement of framework components. The framework can be used to guide outcomes so that 
they are realistically based on the resources at hand and scope of objectives. The framework 
enables articulation of process (i.e., immediate), intermediate, and end outcomes, as well as 
articulation of outcomes at multiple levels of change (i.e., individual, systems/partnership, 
community). The conceptual framework could move us closer to answering “what works?” and 
more importantly, “under what conditions?” 
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    CHAPTER 1: Introduction 
Within the last decade the concept of community justice has come to the forefront of crime 
prevention. Community justice is a participatory process in which stakeholders join in collective 
problem solving with the goals of improving community safety, promoting community capacity 
for collective action, and healing the harms imposed by crime. These collective initiatives 
commonly take the form of partnerships. Community justice partnerships across the nation have 
proliferated as new and innovative models aimed at community crime prevention have been 
developed.  
Expectations for community justice partnerships are high. Crime prevention 
collaborations with the community have received widespread support by numerous foundations, 
the federal government, and local governments seeking ways in which to reduce crime and 
violence while improving the quality of life in neighborhoods. Recent research has shown that 
these partnerships can have very significant impacts on communities. Successes from a small 
handful of partnerships and programs across the country demonstrate that these partnerships are 
worthy of serious study: 
 In a wide-scale, multi-community evaluation of Chicago’s Alternative Policing 
Strategy (CAPS), Skogan and colleagues found that Chicago’s policing partnership 
significantly reduced major crimes, gang and drug crime, and physical decay when 
compared to nonexperimental areas in Chicago (Skogan, et al. 1999). 
 In a multi-city evaluation of the federally-funded Comprehensive Communities 
Program (CCP), researchers found reductions in violent crime in several of the 
targeted neighborhoods, as well as strong evidence demonstrating increases in 
quality of life for neighborhood residents (Bureau of Justice Assistance 2001). Roth 
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Baltimore's CCP has succeeded in expanding and improving the mechanisms 
through which residents of high-crime neighborhoods can mobilize resources to 
improve their quality of life. It has succeeded in developing those neighborhoods'
capacities to organize themselves and to direct those resources wisely. On the basis 
of informal observation during site visits, the program succeeded in reducing signs 
of social disorder and physical decay in some very stressed neighborhoods. It has 
succeeded, to the extent that one could reasonably expect at this time, in 
institutionalizing itself both financially and organizationally into Baltimore life.” 
 During the period between 1996 and 2000, thirty-six Maryland neighborhoods 
participating in the Maryland HotSpots Communities Initiative demonstrated 
violent crime reductions 22 percent greater than the rest of Maryland (Woods, 
Sherman, and Roth 2002). The initiative, a state-funded program, targeted high 
crime communities to develop comprehensive crime reduction activities that 
included community agencies, residents, and a wide range of criminal justice 
agencies. 
 A 48-community study of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA)’s Center 
for Substance Abuse Prevention’s Community Partnership Program, found 
statistically significant reductions in regular substance use by males in a randomly 
selected group of 24 drug use prevention partnerships. For the partnership 
communities, male substance use rates were lower at follow-up, relative to the 
comparison communities—usually by about 3 percent—on five out of the six 
outcome measures of regular use (i.e., reported alcohol and illicit drug use during 
the past month). The partnership program, authorized under the Anti-Drug Abuse 
Act of 1988 (P.L. 1900-690), funded 251 community partnerships from 1990-1996. 
The main purpose of the program was to decrease substance abuse by improving 
conditions in the community environment (Yin, Kaftarian, Yu, and Jansen 1997).  
 An Evaluation of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
(OJJDP)-funded Comprehensive Gang Model programs in five sites (Bloomington-
Normal, Illinois; San Antonio, Texas; Mesa, Arizona; Tucson, Arizona; and 
Riverside, California) found positive results for two of the sites—Riverside and 
Mesa.
1 The Comprehensive Gang Model, also known as the “Spergel Model” after 
the program’s designer—Dr. Irving Spergel, is a five-pronged (suppression, social 
intervention, opportunities, community mobilization, and organizational change) 
partnership initiative targeted to prevent gang activity and associated violence. In 
Riverside and Mesa, program youth had a greater reduction in arrests and self-
reported offenses than comparison youth, demonstrated through statistical models 
that controlled for differences between the program and comparison groups 
(Spergel, Wa, and Sosa 2002; Spergel, Wa, and Sosa 2003). These patterns held 
true for program youth regardless of whether or not they were involved with gangs, 
1 The program in Mesa, Arizona is one of the “successful” partnerships selected for study as part of this report. More 
information on the partnership can be found throughout the report. 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
  2suggesting that the program was effective for delinquent youth in general, and not 
only gang-involved youth. In Mesa, the total incidence of youth-associated crimes 
(violence, property crimes, drug crime, and status offenses) declined 10 percent 
more in the program area than in the average of three comparison areas. Local 
leaders and agency staff in Riverside perceived significant reductions in gang 
violence and progress in providing social opportunities for youth in the program
area, although they reported less progress in reducing the gang drug problem
(Spergel et al. 2002 2003). The programs in Tucson, Bloomington, and San 
Antonio, on the other hand, saw no statistically significant differences between 
program and comparison youth in arrests or self-reported offenses.  
 The U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ)-funded Strategic Approaches to Community 
Safety Initiative (SACSI) witnessed successes in a number of sites. Nine of ten 
SACSI sites targeted homicide and other violent crimes, with an emphasis on those 
involving firearms. The national evaluation found that when the SACSI approach 
was implemented strongly, it is associated with reductions in targeted violent crime 
in the community, sometimes as much as 50 percent (Roehl et al. 2005). In St. 
Louis, for instance, the SACSI program demonstrated substantial declines in 
homicides and gun assaults in the targeted neighborhood compared to overall city 
wide levels, as well as compared to contiguous and control neighborhoods (Decker 
et al. 2005). 
Although there have been successes, many partnerships fail to achieve the goals set for 
themselves. These goals are wide, ranging from reductions in crime and increases in quality of 
life, to increases in community capacity such as the ability to sustain long-term crime prevention 
partnerships. To date, we know little about why a host of community justice initiatives have 
failed—and we only have a nascent understanding of what works. Evaluations of community 
justice partnerships are few, but the literature on “best practices” for programming grows daily.  
Within recent years, research on the Strategic Approaches to Community Safety 
Initiatives (SACSI) has emerged to stress the importance of documenting the quality the 
partnership efforts (Coldren et al. 2002; Decker et al. 2005; Hartstone and Richetelli 2003; Roehl 
et al. 2005). The national evaluation team made assessing partnership quality and functioning a 
key element of their evaluation. The research findings derived from the evaluation demonstrate 
the importance of understanding why and how partner members come together and function as a 
partnership. Research findings indicated that where SACSI was implemented with fidelity to the 
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Furthermore, variations in subcomponents of partnership functioning, such as leadership and 
collaboration, influenced the levels of success found in the community. 
Without the backdrop of rigorous evaluation, and continued research akin to the body of 
work developed on the SACSI partnerships, best practices can only go so far in shaping new 
initiatives. The few rigorous evaluations that do exist do not focus on understanding the capacity 
of communities to be strong partners in crime reduction and the related partnership dimensions 
that enable success. But community partners and the related aspects of community capacity 
building are, by definition, key components of community justice partnerships.  
Community justice partnerships are complex and fluid entities that vary across a wide 
range of aspects, such as partnership function and activities, agency and organizational 
involvement, community mobilization, and overall community context. Undoubtedly, the 
complexity of and variation across partnerships hampers systematic assessment and rigorous 
evaluation. Yet, with the nation’s growing interest in initiatives that give more voice to citizen 
concerns and promote community health alongside public safety goals, it becomes critical that 
we seek systematic procedures for understanding, developing, and assessing these partnerships, 
in addition to evaluating their overall success. We must first take a step back to determine the 
factors that contribute to the generation, maintenance, and sustainability of community justice 
partnerships. This report attempts to take that step by developing conceptual and practical 
methods to examine, assess, and evaluate these partnerships.
During the last three years, the Urban Institute (UI), in collaboration with Caliber 
Associates, has been developing and refining a conceptual framework designed to assist the field 
in assessing the nature, role, and impact of community capacity as it relates to community-based 
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organized into two phases. Phase I, completed in May 2002, synthesized the current knowledge 
regarding the capacity of community organizations to engage as effective partners in strategies to 
prevent crime. The goal was to review what is known about the role of community organizations 
in partnerships and the myriad of contextual issues that challenge or foster their ability to effect 
positive change within partnership initiatives. The research team was operating under the belief 
that partnerships represent a unique opportunity to improve community outcomes with regard to 
crime prevention. Partnerships can articulate community concerns and therefore create 
appropriate priorities for action. Partnerships, formal or informal, also can mobilize degrees of 
collective power that single organizations cannot (Coldren, Costello, Forde, Roehl, and 
Rosenbaum 2002; Weisel, Gouvis, and Harrell 1994; Turk 1973, 1977). And partnership efforts 
can increase the likelihood of change across multiple levels—the individual, community, 
organizational, and systems levels. Findings from evaluations of block watch and Crime 
Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) programs, policing programs, and studies 
of community-driven neighborhood initiatives suggest that informal social control efforts can 
have larger and more durable effects when community organizations partner with government 
agencies (Briggs, Mueller and Sullivan, 1996; Feins, 1983; Kennedy, 1994; Keyes, 1992; Moore, 
1999; Stevens, 2002; Weisel, Gouvis, and Harrell, 1994). 
In synthesizing the literature, we recognized that the track record for community justice 
partnerships has not been without its failures. As stated above, partnerships, regardless of size, 
are complex entities which must meld into an arrangement that successfully reduces crime and 
increases quality of life. To make some sense out of the literature, the Phase I research review 
was guided by two basic questions: (1) what are the factors that facilitate and strengthen the 
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ability of community organizations to participate in community justice partnerships? And (2) 
how do these factors at the organizational level relate to the ability of partnerships to achieve 
their stated mission and objectives? After reviewing the literature in an effort to address these 
questions, the research team developed a conceptual framework to synthesize the key domains of 
community justice partnerships. 
Phase I culminated in a report titled, “Understanding Community Justice Partnerships: 
Assessing the Capacity to Partner (Roman, Moore, Jenkins and Small, 2002).
2 In addition to a 
discussion of the conceptual framework, the report provides a brief summary of the main types 
of partnerships as defined by the primary justice or other noncommunity partner. The examples 
demonstrated the wide range of partnership types, partners, goals, activities, and targeted 
outcomes. Each and every partnership, at a minimum, holds the goal of increasing public safety. 
The partnership examples illustrate the potential of partnerships as vehicles to achieve 
community empowerment and betterment. Each partnership is unique—even those following 
similar prevention or intervention models. The conceptual framework provides a strong 
foundation for understanding and systematically evaluating partnership processes. However, a 
framework is only a partial foundation in the development of a systematic method to quantify 
processes and outcomes. The research team, in partnership with NIJ, wanted to refine the
framework by testing its application to real-world partnerships. A second phase of the research 
was developed to seek detailed information that could assist in the identification of key patterns 
across successful partnerships. These patterns could move us closer to answering “what works?” 
and more importantly, “under what conditions?” 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
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  6Hence, the goals of the Phase II research were to: (1) collect data on effective 
partnerships across partnership types that can be used to test and refine the framework, (2) 
develop testable hypotheses to guide future investigations of community justice partnerships, and 
(3) convene a panel of experts to review the revised framework and hypotheses, and (4) identify 
performance measures and/or useful instruments for monitoring and evaluating partnership 
development, implementation, and outcomes.  
This report summarizes the findings from the Phase II study, presents a refined 
framework, and discusses techniques and tools for measurement of framework components. 
Below, we briefly describe the utility of the framework, then, in chapter 2, we discuss conceptual 
definitions that help set the foundation for understanding the framework. Chapter 3 introduces 
the study methodology for the current Phase II research, and chapter 4 presents the refined 
framework in detail. Chapter 5 provides a cross-site summary of the case study partnerships from
which primary and secondary data were collected during the Phase II research. The chapter also 
includes examples of the how the revised conceptual framework can be applied to current-day 
partnerships. Chapter 6 discusses a number of measurement tools and techniques that can be 
used to support the development, maintenance and evaluation of partnership initiatives. Chapter 
7 concludes the report with a number of suggested hypotheses for further study. 
THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
The conceptual framework developed during Phase I was the result of an extensive literature 
review and consultation with experts about factors that may affect a community’s ability to 
organize, mobilize, and build capacity to serve as an active partner with criminal justice 
agencies. The synthesis helped elucidate the key dimensions and characteristics that embody 
partnership capacity and in turn, contribute to community and systemic change. The conceptual
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justice partnership processes—to provide an underlying explanation of how partnerships 
contribute to change. The original framework as developed in Phase I is presented in Figure 1-1. 
After the completion of Phase II, the framework was revised to better capture the dynamic and 
fluid nature of partnerships, and distinguish among various types of outcomes. The new 
conceptual framework, discussed in more detail throughout the report, is presented in Figure 1-2.  
The framework can be used to guide outcomes so that they are realistically based on the 
resources at hand and scope of objectives. The framework enables articulation of process (i.e., 
immediate), intermediate, and end outcomes, as well as articulation of outcomes at multiple 
levels of change (i.e., individual, systems/partnership, community). 
The conceptual framework can be viewed as a few steps removed from a causal model 
that describes ways in which organizations work together to increase public safety and 
community well-being. A causal model would need to be ultra-multidimensional to articulate 
potential linkages. It would, for example, need to include hypotheses about the ways in which:  
 Individuals are embedded within multiple community and organizational contexts; 
 Community organizations and government agencies are embedded within multiple 
community contexts;  
 The characteristics of all partner agencies are relevant;  
 Residents interact with the community organization;  
 Community organizations interact with other partners; and  
 Strategies interact with partners to produce various outcomes.
All of these relationships, most of them dynamic, work together to guide and explain 
efforts to improve communities and reduce crime. The task of producing a testable model is 
further complicated by the fact that: (1) some frequently mentioned concepts, such as 
empowerment or philosophical orientation, are inherently vague and therefore difficult to 
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partnership, make capturing the complete picture a huge challenge. 
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 Community Justice Partnerships 
Instead we developed a conceptual framework that will assist in laying out the key 
components and relevant sub-dimensions within the key components that should be considered 
in examining community justice partnerships. The articulated components and dimensions can be 
used in performance measurement, outcome assessment, or impact evaluation. The framework is 
intended as a diagnostic tool for examining the role of community organizations in capacity-
building collaborative crime prevention or reduction initiatives. It can also guide government 
agencies, private foundations and other funders seeking to fund strong community programs or 
create new ones. In addition, a framework will enable evaluators to utilize a common approach 
to understanding how community organizations function within community justice partnership 
initiatives. We recognize that the limited impact evaluation literature tempers our ability to say 
with confidence that particular components are “necessary” or “key” to successful partnership 
endeavors. This framework is thus not a causal model, but a basis for specifying and testing 
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hypotheses about important components and dimensions of partnerships. More details on the 
framework components can be found in chapter 5.  
Given the dynamic and complex nature of partnerships, a framework can help 
practitioners and researchers adopt what has been referred to as a “theory of change approach” to 
evaluation as advocated by a number of researchers (Connell, Aber and Walker, 1995; Connell 
and Kubish 2001; Rogers et al. 2000; Weiss 1972, 1995). The theory of change approach—
delineating how and why the program will work—is a method to articulate expected causal 
relationships. For instance, an initiative with a central goal of decreasing youth crime might 
focus their efforts on increasing recreational activities for youth because program funders and 
community practitioners adhere to opportunity theories that link unsupervised youth time to 
increased opportunities for crime.
3 A theory of change approach is a not a sufficient method 
alone to test causal relationships (Rosenbaum, 2002). Essentially, we view the conceptual 
framework as a tool that can assist in establishing the linkages between partnership processes and 
the resulting outcomes and impacts. We also intend that the framework can help guide 
developing partnerships through the dynamic stages of partnership development from planning 
to implementation, maintenance, and sustainability. The conceptual framework will assist the 
creation of logic or activity models, enabling practitioners, community participants, funders and 
evaluators to identify and capture dimensions of partnerships that can influence outcomes.  
Over time, a useful framework will provide a vehicle for information sharing to the 
criminal justice community on the kinds of program processes and characteristics that appear 
more or less successful under various conditions (e.g., community, organizational, and 
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  11participant characteristics). It may also provide social services, treatment, and other community 
organizations information on the design of promising community justice initiatives. 
In summary, we believe the framework will provide a strong foundation from which 
future assessments and evaluations, whether internal or external to the partnerships, can proceed 
in order to develop a more systematic method for examining community justice partnerships. In 
addition, the lessons learned from systematic study will enable careful growth and transferability 
of successful models across a variety of partnership types and environments. Indeed, examining 
the effectiveness of partnerships provides progress and direction for the future. The key areas 
where the conceptual framework can be useful include: 
1. To provide formative feedback to partnerships and partnership members with regard
to partnership functioning and progress; 
2. To collect evidence of the effectiveness and impact of the overall partnership with 
regard to long-term impacts such as crime reduction; 
3. To ensure accountability of the partnership to the community and external funding 
sources;  
4. To inform others/transfer knowledge of what works and what doesn’t within 
particular types of partnership; 
5. To systematically compare across partnership sites that utilize similar strategies or
models (i.e., multi-site evaluation of particular model); 
6. To systematically compare across partnerships that utilize different strategies or 
models, and that operate under different community contexts, to begin to build a more 
general knowledge base regarding successful partnership practices, or movement 
toward a larger theoretical model of partnership functioning and overall partnership 
success.
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Defining the Key Concepts of Community Justice 
Partnerships 
Before we describe the conceptual framework in detail, we first provide definitions for important 
concepts that form the foundation for our research. We define the terms: community justice, 
community justice partnerships, community, community organizations, and stakeholders. 
WHAT IS COMMUNITY JUSTICE? 
In recent years a number of definitions have been proffered to explain community justice. 
Reviewing these definitions, we believe there are four key features of community justice 
(Bazemore 2000; Karp and Clear 2000): 
 A view of the community as an active agent in the partnership; 
 Public safety through problem solving; 
 Capacity building/focus on improving community well-being; and 
 The analysis of outcomes at the community level.  
Community as an Active Partner 
In community justice, the community is viewed as an active partner within a democratic 
paradigm. Citizens and residents help build a broader constituency for the performance 
measurement process, clarify a community’s priorities, and encourage public accountability for 
program performance (Wray and Hauer 1977). Generally, community justice initiatives aim to 
articulate the voice of the community and improve quality of life for everyone—across a wide 
range of stakeholders. The community voice is generated through a process of public 
deliberation about the common good (Thacher 2001), or dialog in the community (Pranis 1998), 
as opposed to declarations of self-interest. Through public deliberation, new information is 
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them. 
Traditionally, crime prevention partnerships most often were run by government 
agencies, and although many involved problem-solving, these partnerships did not always 
involve integration of community organizations into the decision-making structure of the 
partnership. True community justice partnerships involve some level of equality or power 
sharing among partner entities.  
Problem Solving 
Under community justice, solutions to crime and disorder are sought through proactive problem
solving. Problem solving can include indirectly or directly addressing quality of life issues as 
part of a longer-term crime prevention strategy. Community justice partnerships provide the 
means for a vast range of community stakeholders to exchange information, discuss and debate 
problems, and arrive at agreed upon strategies for collective action. A partnership, by nature, 
brings together different organizational entities to develop a common agenda or mission. The 
development of this common agenda or mission is the first step in problem-solving. 
Capacity Building  
Some community justice partnerships may explicitly articulate building community capacity to 
combat crime as an immediate, intermediate, or long-term goal and undertake specific activities 
that help build formal and informal social control and capacity for joint action to solve problems. 
The term community capacity refers to the ability to mobilize collective action toward defined 
community goals. Community goals, by definition, are more than a collection of individual self-
interested goals, and collective action entails individuals acting together with a concern for a 
particular problem.  
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example of community capacity directed at the joint goals of enhancing social control and 
improving quality of the community life or community health (Karp and Clear 2000). It is 
defined by the ability to bring stakeholders together to exchange ideas, jointly plan, and 
collaborate in actions intended to increase safety and strengthen the community directly or 
indirectly.  
When community capacity is defined as the ability to trust one another, work together to 
solve problems, resolve conflicts, and network with others to achieve agreed-upon goals, it is 
synonymous with collective efficacy (Sampson 1999; Sampson, Morenoff, and Earls 1999; 
Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls 1997) and entails the activation of social ties to achieve 
common community goals. It has been hypothesized that capacity can be developed through the 
cultivation of the informal community and the relationships to formal organizations and 
institutions. It also may be developed through community education to inform, galvanize 
commitment, develop skills, and mobilize resources such as financial, human, and technological 
resources. In this active sense, capacity is fluid; it can be developed and can deteriorate. When it 
shifts, community well-being may also ebb and flow.  
Community justice efforts to improve community well-being can take a wide variety of 
forms including, for example, local initiatives to provide social services, increase the institutional 
base, increase economic opportunities, increase neighborhood public health, and improve the 
physical environment of the neighborhood. 
Community-Level Outcomes 
Community justice goals are evaluated in terms of community outcomes, both intermediate and 
long-term. Community outcomes can be measured in terms of capacity-related qualities, such as 
increases in: social capital (Coleman 1988, 1990), civic engagement (Putnam 1993, 2000), 
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enforce the local norms (collective efficacy) (Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls 1997), place 
attachment, and community confidence (Perkins et al. 1990, 2001). Increases in various types of 
capacity, at the individual and community level, affect end outcomes (i.e., long-term) such as 
increased public safety, decreased fear, decreased crime and disorder, as well as in a more 
physical sense through improved housing stock, commercial development, and neighborhood 
infrastructure. 
Although some community justice partnerships may not explicitly articulate capacity 
building as an immediate objective or goal, these partnerships will nonetheless seek change at 
the community level—whether it be aggregate reductions in crime or fear of crime, or improved 
quality of life. 
WHAT IS A COMMUNITY JUSTICE PARTNERSHIP?
Our definition of community justice partnerships includes any partnership between criminal 
justice (and other government) agencies and the community that has a community focus and 
indirectly or directly enables crime prevention or crime control at the neighborhood or 
community level as specified by community stakeholders. Furthermore, we view community 
justice partnerships, through their collaborative problem-solving nature, as having a distinct goal 
of increasing partnership capacity. As stated above, we recognize that partnerships may not 
articulate increasing partnership capacity as an outcome of the partnership, but some degree of 
an increase in partnership capacity is inherent to the partnership and can be viewed as an 
immediate outcome. Partnership capacity is similar to our broad definition of community 
capacity—the ability to mobilize collective action toward defined community goals. In turn, the 
development of partnership capacity influences the achievement of intermediate and long-term
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naturally fall along a continuum of low to high integration (Gajda 2004). According to Gajda, the level of integration is 
determined by the intensity of the alliance’s process, structure, and purpose. Partnerships are considered to be of moderately high 
integration because the primary purpose of the partnership is to achieve a mutually-articulated goal.
goals related to crime reduction and improvements in community well-being. Our conceptual 
framework explicitly depicts partnership capacity as an immediate outcome of community 
justice partnerships. Partnership capacity has also been referred to as “collaborative capacity ” 
(Foster-Fishman et al. 2001; Goodman et al. 1998).  
Viewing partnerships as having the immediate goal of developing and enhancing 
partnership capacity leads to the designation of two major evaluation questions that will help 
partnerships gather evaluative information to modify and improve partnership functioning: (1) 
what was the quality of the partnership itself? And, (2) what outcomes (both intermediate and 
long-term) did the partnership produce? Partnership capacity—answering the question “What 
was the quality of partnership?”—can be measured using various tools and techniques to assess 
the key components of partnership capacity. The components of partnership capacity are 
described in chapter 5, and potential measures of capacity are discussed in detail in chapter 6.  
A “partnership” is a commitment or shared agenda between at least one criminal justice 
agency and one community organization to invest resources to bring about mutually beneficial 
community outcomes with regard to public safety and community health. The partnership 
becomes a new entity that has its own social and political structure. As long as there is one 
community organization and one government agency involved in the community justice strategy, 
we use the term partnership interchangeably with the terms initiative, alliance, 
collaboration/collaborative, and coalition.
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explicitly stated and roles and responsibilities defined from the outset. In reality, however, 
partnerships are more fluid—changing over time, under different contexts and priorities. Partner 
organizations can have different levels of integration within the partnership, often dictated by the 
characteristics that each organization brings to the partnership mission.  
WHAT IS COMMUNITY?  
“Community” means different things to different people in different contexts, but is usually 
defined in part by some type of boundary. Using human networks as boundaries, community 
consists of those people and organizations that are members of an area or group and know its 
needs. Basically, these members are the stakeholders. These stakeholders or networks may or 
may not overlap with physical neighborhood boundaries. Using race, religion, or other divisional 
criteria such as unions, a community can consist of those people with similar beliefs, national 
traditions, history, or work. Using geography as boundaries, community is a small geographic 
area as part of a larger area, such as a city, where people live, and are bound by political, police, 
or cultural boundaries. For the purposes of this research, we define community using the physical
boundaries of communities. Within community justice partnerships, physical boundaries: (1) 
delineate the target area; and (2) set the limits for measuring outcomes.  
There are many different levels associated with physical boundary definitions, from the 
smaller or more micro area, the "face-block" level to the larger community such as a region of a 
county (e.g., West Contra Costa County). Janowitz (1951) used the term “community of limited 
liability” to delineate official, institutional boundaries such as political wards or police districts. 
A resident’s identification with certain administrative boundaries, such as political wards, is 
limited and generally dependent on the issue being raised.  
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example, a local open-air drug market initiative with a police-community-public service agency 
partnership may target one or two face blocks where the drug market thrives. Other partnerships, 
like the Maryland HotSpot Communities Initiative, may target sites using established community 
boundaries because the goal is to implement meaningful partnerships to create priorities for 
problem-solving with established neighborhoods.  
WHAT IS A COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION? 
We define community organizations as including any organization or agency that, at a minimum, 
has a stake in the neighborhood targeted (as defined by the physical boundaries) and meets or 
communicates regularly and has a name. We consider both the Main St. Block Association—that 
meets once a month, has 10 volunteers members from the block and a leader—and the 
bureaucratic East Side Youth Alliance—a 501(c)(3) with 100 active members, and a paid staff—
community organizations. In addition, organizations can also be “virtual” organizations that meet 
via the Internet. 
WHO ARE THE STAKEHOLDERS?  
For community justice initiatives, the process begins with defining the immediate parties to 
criminal incidents and/or criminogenic situations (Karp and Clear 2000; Bazemore and Pranis 
1997). The range of stakeholders who experience or are impacted by criminogenic situations is 
extremely broad. They can be offenders, victims, or supporters of victims or offenders. They are 
also residents, students and teachers, property owners, service providers, local government 
officials, criminal justice practitioners, civic leaders, business owners, and others who use or 
build community resources and are affected by the quality of life in the community. As 
community boundaries relate to the purpose of the partnership, so do the relevant stakeholders. 
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Phase II Study—Framework Revision  
As mentioned earlier, an initial conceptual framework was developed in Phase I from a review of 
the literature and revised with suggestions from an expert panel of community practitioners and 
criminal justice researchers. At the conclusion of Phase I, the research team determined that 
additional work could be done to “ground truth” the framework. Ground truthing is an important 
step in the development of theory using qualitative methods. Seminal work by Glaser and Straus 
(1967) developed the term “grounded theory” to emphasize the importance of theory 
construction developed directly from field observations. Our process for refining the framework 
involves developing grounded theory that is guided by a framework (Miles and Huberman 1994). 
The research team stressed that many key concepts within community justice programs remain 
vague and ambiguous and reiterated that research should begin with an elaboration of key 
constructs with continued empirical research to assess different dimensions of the constructs and 
how they influence partnership outcomes.  
Phase II of the study was developed to test and refine the framework through 
groundtruthing. Three priority areas of study were articulated by the National Institute of Justice: 
(1) the influence of community context (contextual factors that hinder or support partnership 
development, implementation and maintenance), (2) the influence of leadership, and (3) 
sustainability and institutionalization of the partnership. 
We employed a six-step process to conduct Phase II. First, we developed criteria to select 
successful community justice partnerships for cases studies. The criteria included specifying a 
definition of “success.” Second, after selecting the partnerships for study, we developed and pre-
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Third, we conducted site visits to each of the five partnerships selected. Fourth, we 
developed summaries of success for each of the partnership and synthesized the summaries 
across partnerships to derive hypotheses about partnership success. Fifth, we conducted a vast 
literature search and consulted with experts to collect a full range of performance measures and 
instruments used in assessing partnerships and/or particular components or variables pertaining 
to partnerships. Lastly, we hosted a one-day forum convening a small panel of expert community 
practitioners and researchers to discuss our findings from the case studies and to refine the 
framework. The sections below describe the partnership selection process in more detail.  
SITE SELECTION OF SUCCESSFUL COMMUNITY JUSTICE PARTNERSHIPS
We followed a four-prong selection process for nominating “successful” community justice 
partnerships for site visits. The site must: (1) have a true partnership (with regard to sharing of 
decision-making) between one justice agency and at least one community agency; (2) have 
incorporated community-level quality of life indicators or outcomes; (3) have been evaluated 
(internally or externally); and (4) be in the post-implementation phase. More detail on these 
criteria is provided below: 
Criteria 1. A community justice partnership.  
A community justice partnership is a linkage between community organizations and 
government agencies formed for the purpose of reducing crime and improving the 
conditions of the community. A partnership is a commitment between at least one criminal 
justice agency and one community organization (formal or informal) to invest resources 
(financial or otherwise) to bring about mutually beneficial community outcomes with 
regard to public safety and community health. The partnership must include meaningful 
community participation such as an active board with community members, community 
members with responsibility for critical partnership activities, or community members with 
significant leadership roles. 
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lead agency): police, lawyering, court, and corrections, or it can be a mixture of more than 
one partnership type. Partnerships can also have varying structures, from simple to 
complex. Complex partnerships involve at least two criminal justice partners and at least 
three service or product sectors. These partnerships are often known as comprehensive 
community partnerships.  
Criteria 2. Defined community-level indicators and/or outcomes. 
By definition, community justice partnerships must have articulated process indicators that 
capture community-level processes. Very closely linked to understanding restoration and 
criminogenic problem solving is the need to recognize and measure community quality of 
life indicators such as community confidence, community satisfaction, or increased 
participation. The partnership must have articulated a course of action for achieving 
community-level processes with regard to capacity building. These processes or indicators 
can also be articulated as outcomes. Capacity building outcomes include, but are not 
limited to, increased resident confidence in the community, increased participation in 
community activities, increased social interaction and/or number/extent of network ties, 
increased collective efficacy, and/or civic engagement or reduction in fear of crime.  
Criteria 3. Evaluation evidence of success.  
The methodology for the “evaluation” criterion is borrowed from the seminal study 
conducted by University of Maryland researchers, “Preventing Crime: What Works, What 
Doesn’t, What’s Promising” (Sherman et al. 1997). To evaluate crime prevention 
programs, the authors designed a five-level scale to measure the scientific methods used in 
the studies. The “levels” are described below: 
(1)Correlation between a crime prevention program and a measure of crime or crime 
risk factors.
(2)Temporal sequence between the program and the crime or risk outcome clearly 
observed, or a comparison group present without demonstrated comparability to 
the treatment group 
(3)A comparison between two or more units of analysis, one with and one without 
the program. 
(4)Comparison between multiple units with and without the program, controlling for 
other factors, or a nonequivalent comparison group has only minor differences 
evident. 
(5)Random assignment and analysis of comparable units to program and comparison 
groups. 
The University of Maryland researchers defined effective crime prevention programs as 
those that “have at least two Level 3 evaluations with statistical significance tests showing 
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For the purpose of evaluating a relatively new innovative group of programs, we initially 
wanted to define success in community justice partnerships as those partnerships that have 
met the “Level 3” criteria by having at least one formal impact evaluation that has 
demonstrated effectiveness in reducing crime or the impact of crime as defined by the 
partnership.A “Level 3” evaluation is one where evaluation must be comprised of a 
comparison between two or more units of analysis (i.e., one with and one without the 
program/partnership) in order to determine program impact. However, because there are 
only a few partnerships that meet this criteria (have had an impact evaluation/used a 
comparison group), we designated two “tiers” of evaluation that were sufficient for case 
study nomination.  
Tier 1 successful partnerships are those that had a formal evaluation that utilized a 
rigorous experimental or quasi-experimental design. 
Tier 2 successful partnerships are those that have conducted an outcome evaluation that 
showed a significant reduction in crime, but did not conduct an impact evaluation (i.e., did 
not use a control or suitable comparison group, and hence, could not infer with certainty 
cause and effect). The overwhelming majority of community justice partnerships that have 
been evaluated have only had a pre- and post design, or compared targeted population 
results to results in a larger, and not strictly “comparison” area (e.g., target neighborhood 
compared to city as a whole). 
Criteria 4. Post-implementation phase.  
Generally, there are three basic stages of partnerships—formation, implementation, and 
maintenance. After partnerships form, member entities begin the planning process. 
Implementation follows, and then maintenance of the partnership as activities are 
implemented. We nominated sites that were in the post-implementation stage of the 
partnership; these are sites that have been through the planning phase and have 
implemented a partnership that has some stability (i.e., is being maintained and/or 
achieving outcomes). 
Once the selection criteria were finalized, we conducted an in-depth search of the extant 
literature, searched Internet sites and asked colleagues to nominate successful community justice 
partnerships. Our search began with the detailed list of partnerships cataloged as part of Phase I. 
When the literature or consultation with experts revealed a strong partnership, we made contact 
with the partnership to ascertain whether an evaluation had been conducted. The majority of 
partnerships that were originally nominated were removed from final selection list due to the 
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partnership was not “successful” in reducing crime or increasing quality of life.  
We originally intended to conduct only three case studies, but soon realized that we could 
leverage resources and collect more relevant information regarding community context if we 
were to examine more than one partnership in the same jurisdiction or geographic area. As a 
result, with the assistance of NIJ, we chose three cities to visit and collected information on five 
partnerships across the three cities. The five partnerships studied include: 
1. The Mesa (Arizona) Gang Intervention Program (MGIP) 
2. The Greater Coronado (Arizona) Neighborhood Association Probation Partnership 
3. The Baltimore (Maryland) Reentry Partnership (REP) 
4. Cherry Hill (Maryland) HotSpots Community Partnership 
5. The Fort Myers (Florida) Public Housing Policing Initiative 
These partnerships varied greatly across a number of basic partnership factors—size, 
structure, type of partnership, and type of lead government agency (probation, police, 
corrections, etc.). We purposely chose this variety to gather as much knowledge about 
partnership successes across different partnerships in order to synthesize the common 
dimensions of success. Three of the five partnerships—MGIP, REP and HotSpots—were 
comprehensive partnerships with complex structures that involved multiple government agencies 
and at least two community agencies. The remaining two partnerships were simple partnerships, 
only involving two or three core partners. The Coronado Neighborhood Association Probation 
partnership was comprised of probation and the community association, and the Fort Myers 
Public Housing Policing Initiative was mainly comprised of the Housing Authority, the 
residents’ association, and police). Of the five partnerships, only two met the more stringent Tier 
1 evaluation criteria (Cherry Hill HotSpots and the Mesa Gang Intervention Program).  
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Semi-structured interview protocols were then developed for use in in-person interviews and 
telephone interviews. The protocols were developed around the different framework components 
to enable detailed examination of variables within the framework components.  
Original Framework 
The framework as designed in Phase I (see Figure 3-1) had five main components (I) Partnership 
Members, (II) Partnership Characteristics, (III) Goals and Objectives, (IV) Activities, and (V) 
Outcomes. The research team gathered information structured around the key dimensions within 
all components, but mainly focused on Components I and II—Partnership Members and 
Partnership Characteristics. The key dimensions for the “Partner Members” component included 
(1) formality of structure, (2) leadership, (3) resources, and (4) orientation to traditional 
powerholders. Information was gathered on these aspects for each of the partner agencies. The 
dimensions of Component II—“Partnership Characteristics” included: (1) lead agency type, (2), 
structural complexity of partnership, (3) readiness to tackle issue at hand, (4) horizontal 
integration, (5) vertical integration, and (6) partnership resources. 
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Figure 3-1. Original Conceptual Framework 
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line staff on their opinions on the factors that shape partnership outcomes. Within each 
partnership, we attempted to interview at least one key leader from each of the partner agencies. 
In many cases, if turnover occurred, we interviewed both current and past leaders. For the larger, 
more complex partnerships, research staff were on site and available to conduct interviews over a 
period of seven days. On average, each interview took one to two hours. When possible, monthly 
reports, newsletters, internal staff documentation notes, and promotional materials were collected 
from partner members and the lead agency.  
Questions included both questions to find out what occurred and questions to solicit 
opinions on processes and best practices. We asked interviewees to provide their opinions and 
definitions regarding key variables such as leadership, collaboration, community participation 
and specification of which variables within the framework components are most relevant for 
strong partnerships, as well as under what contexts variables relate to successful partnerships. 
We asked partner members how they measured and tracked progress and assessed outcomes; 
how staffing issues, such as turnover, influenced outcomes; how different racial and cultural 
contexts affected trust and community buy-in and, in turn, outcomes; and how start up processes 
and duration influenced partnership dynamics. In general, protocols were streamlined to focus on 
the three core priority areas as specified by NIJ: (1) leadership (leadership of partner member 
agencies and within partnership), (2) community context, and (3) sustainability. The interview 
protocol is provided in Appendix A.  
It is important to note that the original framework did not contain a dimension to measure 
community context. During Phase I, the research team and expert panel struggled to devise an 
appropriate place within the framework to capture the importance of community context. We
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for the partnership as well as continually exert influence on the partnership throughout its 
duration. Basically, community context includes the political, economic, social and cultural 
influences that help shape the partnership. Discussions of community context are included in the 
case studies, which can be found in Appendix B. 
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CHAPTER 4: The Revised Conceptual Framework 
After synthesizing the data gathered from the site visits to the five partnerships and holding a 
one-day panel meeting with experts to review and modify the framework, the research team
developed a revised framework. This chapter presents the revised framework through a 
discussion of the nine key components of the framework and the sub-dimensions related to each 
component. A brief discussion of measurement is provided for those sub-dimensions where 
measurement or assessment is appropriate. Suggested measurement tools or techniques are 
discussed in detail in chapter 6. 
 The revised conceptual framework on community justice partnership capacity is a 
dynamic framework that is based on the premise that partnerships are fluid, evolving in stages as 
they move toward designated goals and outcomes. The framework is also designed to capture the 
uniqueness of partnerships in their ability to create immediate outcomes by virtue of bringing 
diverse entities to the table in the nature of collaboration. Hence, a key feature of the revised 
conceptual framework is the inclusion of immediate outcomes related to partnership functioning 
and capacity. 
The revised framework is illustrated in Figure 4-1. The framework is comprised of four 
phases and nine main components. The phases, for the most part, determine the appropriate 
components. The four “block arrows” in the lower half of Figure 4-1 depict the relationship 
between the components and the phases. In reality, movement among phases is circular, and 
Figure 4-2 provides a more accurate fluid model of the phases. It is commonly recognized, but 
not often articulated in evaluation models, that a partnership is an emergent and ever-changing 
process (Coldren, et al. 2002). For many partnerships, after some goals are achieved, the 
partnership may determine that modifications to partnership goals, objectives, and/or activities is 
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needed. This re-assessment may lead to a new and different partnership entity, or simply a new, 
re-defined planning stage. In addition, it may lead to the dissolution of the partnership.  
In the first phase, Assessment and Planning, potential partners assess and determine: the 
community problem, whether a partnership will be an effective approach to solving it, which 
groups should be included in the partnership, and what the role of each partner should be. The 
group’s mission statement and agreements between partners are developed during this phase. In 
the second phase, Implementation, the partnership has been formed and the partners are 
conducting activities. These activities should lead to immediate achievement of some type of 
collaborative functioning that can be captured in the partnership functioning component 
(Component VI). At this point they should be able to collect information about partnership 
outputs (direct products of the partnership), and the related immediate outcomes, of the 
partnership effort. The third phase, Goal Achievement and Maintenance, occurs when the 
collaboration has been conducting a stable set of activities over a period of time, and the problem
Assessment & Planning
Goal Achievement & Maintenance
Implementation
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partnerships that are addressing complex problems and may start sooner for groups that are 
addressing less complex problems. The fourth phase, Reassessment and Sustainability, usually 
occurs when the problem has been largely or entirely solved or the activities of the partnership 
have become institutionalized. But partnerships are not always successful in reaching their goals, 
and hence, this fourth phase may arrive when the partnership realizes the hypothesized changes 
have not occurred within the hypothesized or given timeline. Funding schedules or timelines 
provided by funders may also dictate the entrance into the re-assessment phase. Entrance into 
this phase may also be dictated by other outside contextual pressure, where the partnership must 
begin to focus on how to sustain itself if funding is threatened by political or economic factors. It 
is during this phase that the partners will often re-assess whether there is still value in their 
working together as a partnership unit. As suggested by the circular diagram, in order for a 
partnership to remain viable there may be need for the identification of new or expanded 
problems and a redefinition of the partnership that begins a new partnership cycle.  
Across the four phases of partnerships, we have specified nine main components. These 
components are: 
1. Impetus for partnership; 
2. Partnership members; 
3. Partnership characteristics; 
4. Goals; 
5. Activities;
6. Immediate outcomes: partnership functioning/capacity; 
7. Intermediate outcomes related to: (a) crime reduction, and (b) community health; 
8. Long-term outcomes related to: (a) partnership functioning (systems change), and (b) 
specific programmatic objectives (programs or projects that resulted from
partnership; and 
9. Community context. 
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partnership, then specify the involved partner agencies, followed by the specification of the key 
characteristics and dimensions of partnerships. Once the partner agencies and the characteristics 
are described, the next step is specification of goals. Components VI, VII, and VIII outlay 
partnership outcomes—immediate outcomes related to partnership functioning, as well as 
intermediate and long-term outcomes. Component IX—community context—influences all other 
components and is relevant to all phases of partnership. Community context represents the 
social, political, and economic atmosphere at the community level and at the larger city and state 
levels. The framework components are described in more detail below.  
FRAMEWORK COMPONENT I: IMPETUS FOR PARTNERSHIP 
The first framework component describes the impetus for the formation of the partnership. There 
are a variety of reasons that a partnership might form and these include: dictates by funders, 
reaction to a community crisis or event, outgrowth of pre-existing collaboration with realization 
of new goals, reaction to a potential threat, or as a reaction to political or economic pressure with 
partnership wanting to better position itself for potential resource acquisition.  
Research has shown that the impetus for the partnership can influence partnership success 
in many ways (Goodman, Wheeler, and Lee 1995; Mulroy 2000). The reason for establishing the 
partnership may influence the overall success of the partnership, its longevity, and its ability to 
accomplish varying goals and objectives. Partnerships that form as a result of the infusion of 
outside funding often remain intact for at least the period of time that funding is available. As we 
witnessed in our case studies, outside funding also increases the chances that the partnership will 
have a lead agency. In turn, having a lead agency may increase the chance that the partnership 
will be successful. Essentially, a strong lead agency will take the responsibility for moving the 
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such as large foundations, often relates to the increased possibility that the partnership will 
incorporate a research and accountability function, and will develop and assess performance 
measures that assist the partnership in evaluating progress and modifying activities if outcomes 
are not being achieved.  
Some research has suggested that partnerships where impetus comes from inside the 
community are more likely to succeed (Butterfoss, Goodman, and Wandersman 1996; Edelman, 
1987; Swift and Healey 1986). Researchers suggest that this may be because the community 
itself has deemed itself ready for the initiative. Impetus coming from within the community may 
reflect existing structures that are viewed as credible and legitimate (Sofaer 1992). For instance, 
the community may have a collaborative history with police agencies thereby creating 
community trust, and as a result, the community is ready and willing to participate in a new 
partnership effort. However, outside impetus, such as funding from the federal government, can 
enable partnerships to be successful, if the program architects create a flexible design that adjusts 
with the capacity of the local community. In some cases, government funding has been targeted 
to build capacity in communities that are not deemed ready for full implementation. This 
occurred in the state of Maryland-funded HotSpot Initiative, where funding was divided into 
rounds. Sites deemed “not ready” in Round 2 received funds that could be used for capacity 
building. 
FRAMEWORK COMPONENT II: PARTNERSHIP MEMBERS 
A primary asset of the partnership is a partnership’s membership (Foster-Fishman, 2001). The 
partnership members component consists of the features of member organizations that help 
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basis for the partnership. We have identified four sub-dimensions for Component II: 
1. Organizational structure 
2. Leadership 
3. Resources  
4. Orientation and History 
1. Organizational Structure 
Given the importance of who is involved in the community justice initiative, the first factor 
within the partnership members component describes the partners and the formality of 
organizational structure using an informative typology of organizations that classifies the level of 
the organization and institutional sector (Ferguson and Stoutland, 1999).  
Measurement
We found the Ferguson and Stoutland (1999) classification method very useful for describing 
how local community organizations fit into the larger system of partnerships. “Levels” refer to 
the position of the organization, captured hierarchically from level zero to level three, from the 
informal neighborhood networks to state and national funders and policymakers. We borrow 
from the level classification and modify it in assigning each agency and organization to a level.  
For our conceptual framework, we combine Ferguson and Stoutland’s level zero (entities 
without paid staff) and level one (frontline organizations) into a level one organization. A level 
one partner can be a block club, youth peer group, parent-teacher association, Community 
Development Corporation (CDC), church, or local school—at a minimum, it must constitute a 
local organization, meeting regularly and having a name. Businesses where residents shop and 
work and merchant associations are also level one organizations. The local police department, 
local government, housing authority, and businesses such as contractors and consultants that 
provide direct services to level one entities are level two organizations, or the local support 
organizations. These are the traditional local power holders, with concern for a larger jurisdiction 
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(i.e., beyond the neighborhood).
5 Level three organizations are the state, regional, and national 
counterparts to level two organizations as described by Ferguson and Stoutland. Level three 
organizations, such as regional and national foundations, policymakers and bureaucrats, and 
national news media, are more likely to fund partnerships, dedicate resources to local 
organizations, raise national awareness, or directly affect systems change, through the creation of 
laws and regulations. Every organization or agency also belongs to one of three institutional 
sectors: for-profit, nonprofit or governmental. Within the nonprofit sector, an agency can be 
described as grassroots (no paid staff) or not grassroots (having paid staff). Research has shown 
that once an organization relies on paid staff, it begins to function differently (Ferguson and 
Stoutland 1999; Milofsky 1988). Describing organizations by level and sector may be 
particularly useful for understanding partner entity relationships because organizations at the 
different levels have different responsibilities and bring varying resources to the partnership. It is 
important to point out that individuals and some organizations can bridge levels within the 
system or partnership. A sample tabular description of the levels of partner members is provided 
in Table 4-1, below:
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
  36Table 4-1. Sample Classification of Partner Members
Organization Name  Level  Institutional Sector 
City X Police Department  2  Government 
City X Housing Authority  2  Government 
Main St. Block Association  1 
Nonprofit 
Grassroots 
ABC Church  1  Nonprofit 
City X Bank (branch of 
centralized bank) 
1 For  profit 
Federal Probation  3  Government 
State Probation  3  Government 
2. Leadership
In addition to formality of structure, organizational leadership of each partner agency is a key 
component for assessment at the organizational level. Leadership will influence the 
communication patterns between the organization and other agencies, as well as the level of 
success achieved in moving through stages of the partnership. Being aware of leadership styles, 
strengths and weaknesses, as well as continuity of leadership for each partner agency, will assist 
in an assessment of overall partnership capacity. It is less important to assess partnership traits 
and styles of individual partnership members as compared to assessing the dedication and 
leadership results related to the partnership as whole.  
Measurement
With regard to measurement, the key element of partner member leadership that is relevant to 
overall partnership success is the stability of the leadership of the partner members. For 
evaluation and assessment purposes we recommend that stability of leadership is quantified 
through the number of times the leadership position turns over for each partner member within 
the lifespan of the partnership. Not surprisingly, research has suggested the tenure is important to 
program success (U.S. Department of Education 1996).  
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To participate as an active partner member within a larger partnership, some type of resource is 
needed to bring to the partnership. Overall, the resources identified as needed by organizations 
are human resources (in addition to leadership), financial resources, and technological resources.  
Resources are dynamic since the aspects of one resource, such as the presence of a phone 
and/or computer, may affect the aspects of another resource, such as recruiting more volunteers. 
Additionally, resources are closely related to community context. Communities with substantial 
economic resources will have to rely less on human resources and (Hunter and Staggenbord 
1988) and vice versa.  
Generally, affiliation with partnership initiatives usually facilitates a growth in resources 
for partner members, or more likely, an increase in organizational-level capacity. In particular, 
for partnerships were external funding is provided, the new funding may help secure a variety of 
resources. For example, in the Maryland HotSpot Communities Initiative, the lead local 
community organization for each site received a $5,000 yearly stipend (financial resource), 
access to technical assistance for grant writing and other education (human resources), a paid 
community organizer (human resources), and computers (technological), and some organizations 
received housing indirectly through other partners in the grant, such as the local police 
department. In this example, because of the partnership, local organizations can build on and 
increase aspects of organizational-level capacity.  
Measurement
A review of the research indicates that those partners that contribute in-kind resources to the 
partnership effort demonstrate a commitment to the success of the partnership effort. We suggest 
that measurement entail quantifying the amount and type of resources donated to the partnership. 
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4. Orientation and History 
Orientation has two facets: public sector orientation and community orientation. Public sector 
orientation is an organization’s readiness and commitment to engage in community justice 
efforts with traditional power holders. Public sector orientation runs along a continuum from
fully integrated and trusting of traditional power holders (delegational) to feeling powerless with 
regard to effecting positive community change (alienated). The operational position of the 
organization will affect the role of the community within the organization as well as the role of
the organization with other justice and non-justice partners. Community organizations across the 
five partnership sites visited for this study exhibited ranges of public sector orientation at the 
outset of the partnership. By the implementation stage, however, respondents reported that all 
community agencies were well-integrated with government agencies. Low levels of trust 
between community residents and criminal justice agencies may have been an initial obstacle to 
partnership functioning and achievement of outcomes, but all partnerships studied overcame any 
issues related to trust through demonstrated dedication to community-based problem-solving—
goals agreed to during the partnership assessment and planning phase. 
Community orientation represents the level or strength of ties the members have to the
community. In many partnerships, government organizations may not have ties to the 
community, but community organizations may regularly conduct outreach to community 
residents or have board members or staff who are neighborhood residents. Essentially, for many 
community justice partnerships, community organizations are the vehicles that lend the 
community voice to the partnership. It may be that having many partner members with strong 
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The history of partnering is related to orientation. It has been hypothesized that partner 
members with histories of collaborating or participation in strategic alliances will be more open 
and willing to participate in new collaborative endeavors, and in turn, increase chances for 
partnership success (Roehl et al. 2005; Roth and Kelling 2004; Sofaer 1992). Furthermore, 
partner members that have histories of successfully collaborating with the same organizational 
entities within new partnership structures will enable greater chances for success. This is 
evidenced by the current successes that Project Safe Neighborhoods (PSN) sites are having. PSN 
is a large federal initiative targeted to reduce gun and gang activity. The initiative is based in the 
successes of SACSI partnerships, as well as the success of the Boston CeaseFire partnership. A 
number of researchers have indicated that the SACSI foundation has helped current PSN efforts 
achieve successes (Decker and Martin 2005; Klofas 2006). In other words, strong PSN sites were 
formerly successful SACSI sites.  
For organizations that have previously collaborated successfully, levels of trust most 
likely will be higher, and the strategic process of problem solving among these organizations 
may be facilitated.  
Measurement
A review of tools shows that there are two key methods that could be used to measure partner 
member orientation and history. The Community Readiness Model, developed by the Tri-Ethnic 
Center for Prevention Research at Colorado State University (Edwards et al. 2000), although 
developed to assess overall community readiness, could be used to assess partner orientation. 
The model includes nine stages of readiness: (1) no knowledge, (2) denial, (3) vague awareness, 
(4) preplanning, (5) preparation, (6) initiation, (7) stabilization, (8) confirmation/expansion, and 
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In addition to the Community Readiness Model, the Community Key Leader Survey can 
be administered to partner entities to capture trust and orientation among members. More detail 
is provided in chapter 6. The Community Key Leader Survey is a survey of key community 
leaders to measure both individual and organizational awareness, concern, and action in the 
community related to the problem at hand (e.g., drug abuse, violent crime, reentry of prisoners). 
Originally drafted for readiness for drug abuse prevention programs, this questionnaire could be 
adapted to address other priorities or concerns. 
For the case studies, we developed our own questions to capture specifics about partner 
history. For each key partner leader with whom we spoke during site visits we asked him/her to 
select which response best described the relationship between the key leader’s agency and each 
other partner agency (pre-partnership): (a) no contact between our agencies, (b) minimal contact 
between our agencies, (c) regular contact between our agencies, (d) coordinated 
programs/services between our agencies, or (e) high level of collaboration between our agencies. 
FRAMEWORK COMPONENT III: PARTNERSHIP CHARACTERISTICS 
Component III moves away from the organizational level to the partnership level. We outline six
dimensions within Component III:  
1. Lead agency type and leadership 
2. Conflict transformation 
3. Structural complexity 
4. Readiness 
5. Vertical and horizontal integration 
6. Resources 
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1. Lead Agency Type 
The first dimension of the partnership characteristics component is “lead agency type.” This 
dimension is basically descriptive—to provide a picture of leadership within the partnership. 
Partnerships can exist without one agency acting as lead. And we believe that variations in lead 
agency type are related to ability to achieve outcomes. For some partnerships, a new entity, such 
as a board or temporary committee, may be created to lead the partnership. In any case, 
specification of lead agency provides a baseline from which relationships can be examined and 
assessed. 
Defining Leadership Styles and Skills 
 Assessment of leadership falls into the lead agency dimension. Leadership can be assessed in 
numerous ways depending on the mission and goals of the partnership. A good leader is not 
merely a title, but rather a complex set of dynamic qualities that embody leadership, such as the 
ability to share power, be flexible, see the big picture, and demonstrate trustworthiness and 
patience, energy and hope. There is no universal definition of leadership, but there are common 
characteristics, set forth by a variety of scholars in the area (Bass 1990; Kotter 1990; Rost 1993; 
Yukl 2001). Descriptions of leadership skills identified a number of attributes such as the ability 
to teach and lead by example. Through interacting with others, particularly interacting with and 
observing those with an admired status, residents will learn and model behavior that they believe 
will result in positive outcomes (Bandura 1977). Other leadership skills include the ability to 
formulate a vision, interpersonal and organizational abilities (Kelley 1995). During our site visits 
with successful partnerships, we asked key leaders of representative partner agencies to reflect 
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leader. The most commonly used adjectives and descriptions included “charismatic and 
motivational,” “a problem-solver,” “fair, just, and noncritical,” and “leads by example.” 
Discussions of leadership that stood out as particularly relevant to the success of community 
justice partnerships included the concept of transformational leadership as this pertains to the 
capacity for instigating change and the vision of leadership as a process within a democratic 
process.  
Transformational Leadership 
We found the term transformational leadership to fit best within the concept of leadership within 
community justice. Burns (1978) and House (1977) were the first to discuss the concept and then 
it was further expanded by Bass (1985 and 1990). The characteristics of transformational 
leadership are (Yukl 2001): 
1. Charisma: Charismatic leaders provide the group with a common sense of purpose, 
instill pride, and gain respect and trust. 
2. Idealized Influence: Because leaders are respected, they can act as positive role 
models. Leaders act in a consistent manner and share in any risks taken. The leader 
will not use power for personal gain.  
3. Inspiration and Motivation: By their behavior, transformational leaders are inspiring 
and motivating. These leaders can motivate simply by acting.  
4. Intellectual Stimulation: A transformational leader knows how to stimulate members 
through awareness of problems, knowledge of problem-solving, and conflict 
transformation methods that avoid criticism or pointing of blame. Followers are 
encouraged to try new approaches. 
5. Individualized Consideration: The leader with individualized consideration gives 
personal attention and knows how to encourage a commitment to partnership goals. 
Continuous follow-up and feedback is provided to partner members. 
 Transformational leadership aligns directly with dimensions of community justice—this 
leadership "generates awareness and acceptance of the purposes and the mission of the group as 
they stir their employees to look beyond their own self-interest for the good of the group" (Bass, 
1990: 10). Transformational leadership is based in trust and communication; it can be expressed 
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interconnectedness, mobilizing and empowering the informal community, and articulating the 
community voice.  
Leadership as a Process 
Leadership is a process in which voices of stakeholders coalesce into views of the collective in 
which genuine common goals are more than an aggregation of individual preferences (Bennet 
1998). In the process of formulating community opinion strong leaders must overcome 
misguided information or false assumptions about problems, and avoid the risk that vocal 
community subgroups who, particularly if they have power, will most likely overshadow the 
"invisible" community.  
Measurement
After reviewing the vast literature on quantifying and assessing leadership, we identified three 
dimensions of leadership: leadership traits, leadership styles, and leadership results. Leaders can 
have different traits, and there are many instruments measuring personality characteristics or 
traits such as aggressive, amiable, charismatic, etc. Leadership styles also vary widely (Goleman 
2000; Parry 1999) and include the authoritative, or mobilizing people toward a vision; the 
affiliative, or creating harmony and building emotional bonds; the democratic, or forging 
consensus through participation; the coaching, or developing people for the future; the coercive, 
which demands immediate compliance; and the pacesetting, which sets high standards of 
performance and is typically used to get quick results from a highly motivated and competent 
team.  
For the purposes of measuring leadership within partnerships, we believe that it is more 
important to focus on leadership results, as opposed to traits or styles. Transformational 
leadership is defined by achieving results that improve partnership capacity. Transformational 
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leadership will have an immediate impact on the psychology and behavior of the group. 
Measurable direct outcomes of leadership could include, but are not limited to: (1) level of 
follower motivation, (2) types of follower perception (Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire, 
MLQ, Bass and Avolio 1997); (3) level of follower commitment (Organizational Commitment 
Scale, Mowday et al. 1979); (4) nature of organizational culture;
6 and (5) degree of 
understanding of organizational mission measured by using open-ended or semi-structured 
interviews to determine the level of understanding and agreement with organizational vision.  
Another outcome of leadership can be measured through members' perceptions of 
leadership process, such as does the leadership effectively: (1) encourage different points of 
view in discussion? (2) minimize personality differences? (3) deal with power struggles and 
hidden agendas? (4) encourage teamwork? and (5) identify and celebrate milestones? The 
Community Organizational Assessment Tool (Bright 1998) is just one example of tools that 
capture this aspect.  
The resulting products of strong leadership are fed into the partnership conceptual 
framework and influence end outcomes. In other words, the indirect outputs of leadership, or the 
results, successes and failures, will be captured as part of the activities and outcomes of the 
organization. 
2. Conflict Transformation 
Strong leaders will also be able to resolve conflict. Conflict within partnerships is anticipated 
because, partnerships, by nature, will represent different community organizations and 
government agencies that may come to the table with varying goals or expectations. Partner 
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organization. Furthermore, many partnerships have limited resources, but key leaders and 
representatives of member agencies are often expected to contribute more than they would 
receive from the partnership (Mizrahi and Rosenthal 1993). Research has shown that the ability 
to transform conflicts into progress for the partnership can be a major contributing factor to a 
partnership’s ability to attain its programmatic goals (Chavis 1996). Members of the expert panel 
for this research study also felt strongly that conflict transformation should be a key factor 
related to partnership success. For this reason, we have designated “conflict transformation” as a 
key dimension underlying the partnership characteristics component.  
Conflict transformation is the process where the resolution of a conflict builds the overall 
capacity of the coalition and actually makes it stronger (Lederach 1997, as cited in Chavis 2001). 
Chavis (2001) emphasizes that understanding conflict transformation will help build additional 
theory to explain how coalitions contribute to community and systemic change. Within 
partnership, Chavis (2001, 315) adds, “Awareness and acceptance of conflict transformation as 
an essential part of community coalitions is an important goal for future assistance to these 
coalitions.” Chavis also states that a key facet of recognizing and transforming conflict is the 
development of an intentional strategy to increase the capacities of grassroots organizations and 
residents. Coalitions and partnerships should seek an equal distribution of resources, relations, 
and influences across the partnership that is reflective of the community that the partnership is 
working to improve. Recent research has documented that a big failure in previous community 
justice partnerships has been the tendency of criminal justice agencies to take control and not be
sufficiently inclusive (Rosenbaum, 2002). These partnerships will only have a limited set of
ideas about the problem and solution, and will be less likely to build community capacity. 
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Because the literature on conflict transformation is relatively new, no tools or measures exist that 
assess this process. However, conflict transformation, in many ways, is closely related to 
transformational leadership in that a transformation leader will be able to recognize conflict and 
resolve it to the betterment of the partnership. Similarly, strong collaboration is also somewhat 
synonymous with the process of resolving conflicts and increasing partnership capacity. We
found a few tools that have items that reflect recognition and diffusion of conflict. These are the 
Community Organizational Assessment Tool (Bright 1998) and Emerging Leadership Practices
(Stinnette, Peterson, and Hallinger 1996). In addition, Chavis (2001, 316) identifies four actions 
that partnerships can undertake if they seek to transform conflicts: 
1. Identify and recognize conflicts among members that derive from community 
conditions; 
2. Equalize relations with powerful institutions and resources; 
3. Create and support norms that allow conflict to be raised and transformed (e.g. 
conflicts can be presented to the coalition); 
4. Provide assistance in resolving and transforming conflicts.  
3. Structural Complexity 
Structural complexity captures the overall configuration of the partnership based solely on the 
number and types of partner agencies within the partnership. The complexity is, in its simplest 
form, the number and type of partners and the basic arrangement of decision making processes 
within the partnership. We define three structures: simple, moderately complex, and complex. 
A simple structure involves, at the least, one community organization, and one other 
agency, but at most three organizations. The structure is simple because there are only a few 
partners, from only one or two sectors; one organization manages the initiative, while the other 
organizations work toward the partnership goal, whether it is services or products. A moderately 
complex partnership involves shared management or decision making, among more than two 
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within the partnership, and the partners span no more than two levels. A partnership moves from
moderately complex to complex when either another level of organization enters the partnership, 
a new organization or alliance forms from the partnership, or more agencies from more sectors 
join the partnership. For example, a moderately complex partnership between the local police, 
local schools, A Street Business Association, and the Main St. Church, would become a complex 
partnership if either a Level three agency joins the partnership or these agencies and 
organizations form a new organization or alliance which takes on a new identity, such as the 
“Anytown Youth Task Force.”  
Complex partnerships are descriptive of multidimensional partnerships, also referred to 
as comprehensive community initiatives (CCIs) or collaboratives. Within these types of 
collaboratives there could be several separate but complementary partnerships and corresponding 
projects and purposes. The local police and school district can work together with parents and the 
community to have school resource officers, local police and probation officers can form a 
partnership with local service agencies, such as addiction recovery, to provide a monitored and 
service-oriented approach toward probation, and representatives from a local community group 
can sit alongside police officers and probation officers on a local youth intervention board, all 
under the direction of one large alliance or partnership. 
Describing the structural complexity of a partnership will be useful mainly for descriptive 
purposes relevant to comparing and/or evaluating more than one partnership, and less so for 
analytical purposes for one partnership itself (e.g., formative evaluation or re-assessment of 
program strategies). For instance, the structural complexity of partnerships will influence other 
dimensions of partnerships such as resources available to the partnership, but without the 
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value as a dimension to be examined internally by partnerships. Hence, we do not include a 
“measurement” section for this dimension.  
4. Readiness
Partnerships can have the best intentions and best staff, but can still fail if the community is not 
ready to undertake the mission of the partnership. Because readiness can influence other 
partnership dimensions such as vertical and horizontal integration and resources, it is important 
for a partnership to gauge both the readiness of the partnership to tackle the proposed mission 
and the readiness of the community to receive the services or capacity building processes offered 
by the partnership. The concept of readiness is not fixed; communities and partnerships can 
move toward readiness.  
Readiness is, in turn, influenced by a number of factors, including the impetus for the 
partnership, community structure, the capacity of the organizational partners, prior history of 
collaborations in the community, the existence of politics or turf wars, the funding history and 
current uncertainties, partnership over-saturation, and a community’s willingness to evolve and 
change.  
Community readiness theory is a relatively new theory that is grounded in two research 
traditions—psychological readiness for treatment and community development. The theoretical 
model is based on four premises: (1) that communities are at different stages of readiness for 
dealing with a specific problem, (2) that the stage of readiness can be accurately assessed; (3) 
that communities can be moved through a series of stages to develop, implement, maintain, and 
improve effective programs, and (4) that it is critical to identify stages of readiness because 
interventions to move communities to the next stage differ for each stage of readiness. For more 
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Measurement
There are a variety of ways a new partnership can assess readiness. The Community Readiness 
Model, discussed earlier in the “partnership member” section of the report (for orientation and 
history) can also be applied to partnership readiness.  
In addition to the Community Readiness Model, there are a number of questionnaires 
exist that can be administered to partner entities to capture readiness. More detail is provided in 
chapter 6. These tools include, but are not limited to, the Community Key Leader Survey and the 
Consultation Opportunity List. The Community Key Leader Survey, as described earlier, is a 
survey of key community leaders to measure both individual and organizational awareness, 
concern, and action in the community related to the problem at hand (e.g., drug abuse, violent 
crime, reentry of prisoners). The Consultation Opportunity List asks current partner members to 
list potential partners and comment on the potential partner’s recognition of the problem the 
partnership is working to solve, as well as commitment to tackling the problem. 
Utilizing indicator data on community structure is another way to gauge community 
readiness. Indicators are measures of community environment that are believed to influence 
community outcomes (for detailed discussion, see Coulton 1995). Collection of contextual 
indicators— important demographic, social, economic, and education factors—is particularly 
useful in two scenarios: (1) examination of partnership outcomes over a number of years where 
key contextual variables change during that time and (2) comparison of initiatives across 
different community contexts (i.e., multi-site evaluations). Identification or selection of
contextual indicators requires assumptions regarding how the environment may impact the 
dynamics of the partnership and both short and long term outcomes. The empirical research on 
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to select important contextual indicators for use in partnership measures. Traditional contextual 
variables related to community crime include race and racial heterogeneity, residential mobility, 
poverty rate, affluent neighbors, vacant and boarded houses, and drug arrests (Bursik and 
Grasmick 1993; Coulton 1995). These data can be collected at the individual level through 
questionnaires and aggregated to the neighborhood level or can be collected at the neighborhood 
level by obtaining administrative data (e.g., U.S. Census, local government data, etc.). The Civic 
Index, discussed in the following chapter, provides a checklist of items related to community 
skills and processes that add to a community’s overall capacity. These items can be used to 
construct measures of readiness and community context. 
National, state and local funding agencies can benefit by assessing readiness before funds 
are allocated so that the agencies can guide the priorities toward increasing capacity in those 
communities that are deemed not ready for full implementation of a specified model or 
partnership activities. End outcomes may take longer to achieve when funds must first be used to 
build capacity, but the extant research supports the hypothesis that partnerships that include 
partnership capacity building increase the likelihood that partnership activities will have some
effect on longer term outcomes related to crime reduction.  
5. Vertical and Horizontal Integration 
Vertical integration represents the level of integration of community organizations within the 
entire partnership with regard to decision-making and sharing of power with government 
agencies. The term vertical is used to denote that sharing of power across organization levels, as 
discussed under “Organizational Structure.” Vertical integration also incorporates the ability to 
secure goods and services from the traditional powerholders. Vertical integration is the vehicle 
through which to examine relationships between community organizations and the traditional 
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citizens typically have less power is an important topic for evaluation. Mutually beneficial 
relationships may already exist between the community organizations and local police agencies, 
for instance, but if the partnership’s mission requires presence of outsiders such as state leaders, 
the linkages between these agencies and the community organizations may hold particular 
influence on the success of the initiative.  
Horizontal integration refers to the extent of resource sharing and communication with 
other community partner agencies or within organizational levels. For partnerships, assessing 
horizontal integration is particularly important because many agencies may come to meetings but 
may not show the commitment and level of cooperation that takes them beyond their own goals 
and objectives. Horizontal integration often occurs on a continuum from basic communication 
and networking take place without joint activities, to joint activities and then to the creation of 
joint goals as well as joint activities. At the highest level of the horizontal continuum, the 
linkages are extensive and cross traditional boundaries, more closely approximately true 
collaboration.  
Achieving collaboration is a process and may be more pertinent to specific functions of 
the partnership (such as strategic planning or provision of feedback) than others. Partnerships 
and the organizations within them are expected to evolve into different stages from planning and 
formation to implementation, maintenance and outcomes. Collaboration can occur across the 
vertical structures (across levels), as well as within levels.  
Measurement
With regard to measurement, the key variables for this component are related to collaboration. 
There are many tools that assess and evaluate collaboration and these tools are mentioned in 
detail in the following chapter. The tools range from ones that only examine collaboration, to 
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Emerging Leadership Practices; the Inter-organizational Network Survey; and the Local 
Collaborative Assessment of Capacity. Other concepts closely related to collaboration (both 
vertical and horizontal integration) that are captured by some of these tools include commitment, 
relationships, communication, trust, networks, connectedness, and community ownership. 
Network surveys are also useful tools to assess and evaluate relationships and the extent 
of communication and collaboration. As an evaluation tool for a program intended to create a 
multi-agency partnership, the technique can be used to ask how the program changed each 
potential partner's interactions with all the others. For a multi-site partnership initiative, network 
analysis can be used at the organizational or individual levels to measure and compare the 
evolution of partnerships and communication structures and test broader theories about 
partnerships.  
Basically, network surveys usually contain a number of items for tracking relationships 
between and among organizations. Respondents indicate or quantify, (depending on the scale 
provided) for instance, how often each partner organization shared information, jointly planned 
or coordinated activities, or shared tangible resources. For organizations that did involve sharing 
there may be additional questions about whether there was a formal agreement or memorandum
of understanding. Network surveys can be used to track changes in interagency relationships 
over time. A few researchers have applied network analysis techniques to examine the strength 
and depth of criminal justice collaborations (Ferguson 2002; Hendricks, Ingraham, and 
Rosenbaum 2001; Kelling et al. 1997; Moore and Roth 2001) but this research is in its infancy. 
Recently, Sridharan, and Gillespie (2004) used network analysis techniques to measure both the 
overall collaborative networks in community justice partnerships (termed “overall 
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(termed “organizational connectedness). They used these techniques as part of a process analysis 
to evaluate the problem-solving capacity and the mechanisms that relate to sustainability for sites 
that were implementing the Comprehensive Strategy for Serious, Violent, and Chronic Juvenile 
Offenders, an initiative designed by the U.S. Department of Justice’s Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention. The researchers hypothesized that increasing connectedness 
corresponds to increasing collaborative problem-solving capacity (i.e., partnership functioning).  
6. Resources
The resources that are brought to the partnership are often central to the success of initiatives. 
Each partner organization has their own capacity, which is brought to bear on the partnership. In 
addition, the partnership, as a unit, has resources that help define the partnership. These 
resources are human, financial and technological. With regard to the partnership, however, 
resources are brought to the partnership generally through either (1) in-kind donations or pledges 
by partner agencies, (2) federal, state, local, or private grants, or (3) "fundraising" by the 
partnership through new activities related to the partnership mission (leveraged resources). This 
dimension of the framework provides a simple method to assess the availability and significance 
of partnership resources. 
Human Resources  
Human resources, including leadership and commitment from each partner agency, are a crucial 
asset to the collaboration. Representatives from partner agencies dedicate time and energy to the 
partnership. Without this commitment, there would be no partnership. To aid in the collaborative 
process, some partnerships create new positions such as organizers and assistants. The presence 
of an official organizer within a partnership can provide a level of organizational capacity within 
the partnership. It also provides a liaison between the community, the organization, and the 
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adds a layer to the partnership that often dictates the power arrangements and patterns of 
communication and collaboration.  
Financial Resources 
In many partnerships, there is a “funding catalyst” and this catalyst mandates some of the 
structural characteristics of the partnership; the catalyst can be any federal, state, or local grant or 
other source of funding for the initiative. In other partnerships, there is no “funding catalyst” and 
either the partners or a lead agency will decide on some of the structural characteristics of the 
partnership. In cases of an outside grant, other financial benefits, such as program money and 
technical assistance (which can be expensive) may be available from the funder. In addition to 
this, both grant-funded and non-grant funded partnerships must learn to maximize their potential 
by leveraging resources from each other and other local agencies not directly involved in the 
partnership. 
In some cases, partnerships may have outside grant assistance that provide training and 
technical assistance. Training and technical assistance also increases the human resources in the 
partnership and may assist partnerships in achieving their goals, particularly when the nature of
the goals require specific technical skills. Technical assistance provided in concert with the 
wishes of the members of the partnership often can be empowering to partner agencies (Kubish 
et al. 1999). 
Technological Resources
 The availability of data systems and technology for information transfer among the partner 
organizations is also part of partnership resources. In particular, partnerships that have systems 
change as an explicit goal will necessitate fluid exchange of information and data sharing 
capabilities. Information sharing, done properly, facilitates decision-making and decreasing the 
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concomitant decline of prices, innovative data systems and sharing arrangements are cropping up 
in a number of community justice partnerships around the country. In some partnerships, the 
funder provides both hardware and software to facilitate data collection, reporting, and 
interagency communication.  
Measurement
No one doubts that resources are needed for successful partnership functioning and achievement 
of outcomes. What is unclear, however, is which types of resources are most needed, and how the 
varying types of resources needed differ across partnership goals, and other framework 
components such as community context. Partnerships can examine their available resources as 
well as needed resources using a variety of measurement tools or techniques. One popular 
technique is the drafting or specification of logic models that itemize inputs and the linkages to 
activities and outcomes, and also incorporate what is known about community context. Other 
measurement tools include survey measurement tools that contain items regarding resources. 
Tools we found that incorporate measures for resources include the Community Organizational 
Assessment Tool, Working Together: A Profile of Collaboration, and the Local Collaborative 
Assessment of Capacity.  
FRAMEWORK COMPONENT IV: PARTNERSHIP GOALS
Perhaps the most defining feature of the partnership is the purpose or mission of the partnership. 
The extent of a partnership’s mission or goals, or purpose, will often dictate the size, shape, and 
target area of the partnership and the likely duration of its existence. Partnerships may be more 
likely to succeed when all partner agencies can articulate and agree on a common mission. 
Hence, partnerships should be able to specify the priority objectives that will set the initiative 
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initiatives without a clear understanding of program goals, implementation sequences, and the 
expected link between them and the expected program benefits (Butterfoss, et al. 1996b; Harrell 
et al. 1996).  
Problem Domains  
We suggest that the first step within articulation of partnership mission be the specification of 
objectives under different “service” domains. Separation of objectives into domains will assist
with linking activities to outcomes at multiple levels. It will also support the process of rational 
designation of outcomes as intermediate or long term. After examining the strategies used in 
community crime prevention and community justice activities, we have suggested seven 
domains, in addition to the implicit “crime” domain:  
 Social and physical disorder; 
 Other quality of life; 
 Community economic development; 
 Employment; 
 Other service and skills development; 
 Youth prevention and intervention; and 
 Substance abuse. 
Objectives  
Explicit objectives give community justice partnerships the ability to state measurable goals, 
thereby beginning the process of linking activities to outcomes. Different objectives require 
different methods or activities. For instance, if the goal of a partnership is to reduce fear of 
crime, the objectives could include reducing physical and social disorder and increasing resident 
interaction on targeted blocks. Reducing physical and social disorder can simply involve any 
group of individuals, not necessarily community stakeholders, coming into the neighborhood to 
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community justice model, the objectives would include articulating goals that involve increasing 
the capacity of community stakeholders to achieve informal control by themselves or within a 
partnership with government agencies. Because community justice initiatives involve both public 
safety and community capacity objectives, designation of the two types of objectives is a central 
feature of the framework. To “fill out” the framework, the model should articulate that an 
additional objective is increasing resident interaction (through block cleanups).  
Measurement 
This component of our conceptual framework can facilitate the development of logic models or 
activity models in conjunction with the remaining components of the framework (activities, 
immediate outcomes, intermediate outcomes, and long-term outcomes). Logic models provide a 
simplified description of the program, the intended immediate program products (outputs), and 
the intended outcomes. Activities models are similar to logic models, but provide more emphasis 
on the activities. Activities models specify how activities lead to other activities and eventually 
the desired outcome. Because empirical research evaluating community justice programs is 
limited, we suggest that the detail provided by activities models may be expressly useful in 
building a solid body of research examining strategies and related outcomes. In addition to logic 
models and/or activities models, programs can benefit from having an action plan that specifies 
resources needed for each activity, partner entity leaders for each activity, a timeline, barriers 
that may be encountered, and plans for surmounting barriers. Plans can be viewed as important 
immediate outcomes of partnership efforts (Burns and Spilka 1997; Butterfoss et al. 1996b).  
Butterfoss and colleagues (1996a) have developed a tool for measuring and improving 
the quality of plans. The Plan Quality Index (PQI) was developed to rate community prevention 
plans on the basis of whether they meet given criteria that define quality plans. The PQI can be 
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activities.  
FRAMEWORK COMPONENT V: ACTIVITIES
Component V is an extension of Component IV. Component V involves articulation of activities 
to achieve stated objectives. Articulation of activities is part of the planning process. And 
planning is essential to the success of the effort. Actual realization of activities moves the 
partnership into the implementation stages. Activities within community justice partnerships can 
be targeted toward public safety objectives or increasing community capacity objectives. In 
addition, a single activity could be targeted to achieve both public safety and community 
capacity objectives. For instance, monthly block cleanups targeting the reduction of physical 
disorder may increase public safety by reducing fear, and at the same time increase community 
capacity as residents begin to interact with neighbors and volunteers on a regular basis. 
Specifying activities related to both increasing public safety and community capacity (even if
they are the same activities) will assist with articulation of the underlying theory of change, and 
more specifically, how the activities can bring about the desired change. 
Measurement 
Research shows that partnerships may begin to encounter difficulties translating plans into 
effective community actions that produce outcomes (Burns and Spilka 1997; Butterfoss et al. 
1996a; Butterfoss et al. 1996b; Fawcett et al. 1995; Goodman et al. 1996). Goals may to be too 
ambitious relative to resources, or planning may have occurred without a needs assessment. 
Planning without a needs assessment may result in plans to target a problem that is not viewed as 
a community priority and hence, will elicit little community support. Partnerships with multi-
faceted goals necessitate a variety of strategies and activities that have multiple components and 
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for overcoming implementation problems at the activities stage is the utilization of tracking logs 
to monitor level of effort during implementation of program or activities. Logs can reflect 
activities accomplished, changes that occurred in the community, and the willingness of residents 
to join the effort. Logs can be reflective of changes and activities occurring at multiple levels of
change including the organizational community and policy level. The logs provide a systematic 
method to assess how program activities may be related to changes within the community and 
the partnership itself. 
The Plan Quality Index, mentioned in the previous section, can facilitate the articulation 
of activities and whether the specific activities have been completed.  
FRAMEWORK COMPONENT VI: IMMEDIATE OUTCOMES—PARTNERSHIP CAPACITY
Community justice partnerships, regardless of specific mission, are entities that are designed to 
promote effective community change. As stated earlier, this component of the framework is 
designed to capture this capacity and build a common understanding of the partnership 
conditions needed to effect change. The focus on capacity emphasizes that partnerships are: (1) 
dynamic and will have varying capacities depending on the sub-dimensions outlined within 
Components I-V; (2) influenced by resources and can be easily affected or adjustable by outside 
technical assistance and capacity building efforts; (3) transferable, in that the capacities created 
within and by the partnership can influence other neighborhood and community dynamics; (4) 
partnership capacity will influence end outcomes—and partnerships can just as easily have 
weaknesses as well as strengths (Foster-Fishman et al. 2001).  
Essentially, partnership capacity is the result of the characteristics of the partnership. 
Leadership and resources form a new collaborative structure that enables the ability to: recruit 
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activities, communicate and collaborate internally, network with outside agencies, engage 
resources that were unavailable to individual partner members, establish new process and 
technologies to facilitate communication and collaboration, and to make larger changes in the 
external environment. Failure to achieve these immediate outcomes will indicate that the 
partnership may not have any demonstrated value over activities that would have occurred in 
absence of the partnership (Yin, Kaftarian, and Jacobs 1996). 
Systems Change 
Partnership functioning and capacity is synonymous in many ways with systems change. 
Systems change is the process of changing how business gets done for the betterment of the 
community. It can involve anything from bringing together actors from different institutional 
contexts who logically need to interact, but had not previously done so to wholesale systems 
change, including changes in policies and practices of institutions brought about 
collaboratively/jointly to accomplish mutually agreed upon reforms. Systems change utilizes 
strategic planning, expansion and diversification of funding sources and strategies through the 
support of key leaders in government and community organizations. Systems change goals of 
community justice initiatives may be isolated to a limited geographic location or single 
jurisdiction, or may be introduced on a limited scale with the intent of expanding system wide at 
a later time if they appear successful. Although systems change is closely related to partnership 
functioning, some types of systems change are not immediate, and should be designated as 
intermediate or long-term outcomes. 
Measurement
Measurement of partnership functioning allows the partnership and researchers to not 
only ask: “what outcomes (both intermediate and long-term) did the partnership produce?” but 
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functioning relate to increases in the likelihood of achieving end outcomes. 
Measurement of partnership functioning can be achieved through the use of logic models 
to specify partnership functioning goals and whether the goals are immediate, or would involve 
gradual change over a longer time period. Because partnership capacity is the result of the 
aggregation of partnership characteristics, the measurement of the two components sometimes 
overlaps. To distinguish measurement of partnership functioning from partnership 
characteristics, we suggest that measurement of partnership functioning involve hypothesized 
increases in various dimensions of partnership characteristics (e.g., horizontal and vertical 
integration), or changes in the level of systems integration. Foster-Fishman and colleagues 
(2001) have developed an inventive model for building collaborative (i.e., partnership) capacity 
that provides a good foundation for developing measures related to partnership capacity. They 
discuss critical elements of capacity and strategies for building core collaborative capacities 
across four types of capacity: member capacity, relational capacity, organizational capacity, and 
programmatic capacity. Strategies used for building relational capacity and organizational 
capacity are particularly relevant to our definition of partnership capacity. For instance, the 
authors include such strategies as: regularly review coalition policies, rules and processes; 
develop quality plans; promote active communication; build financial resources; develop a 
monitoring system; build external relationships; and create inclusive decision-making. These 
strategies can be turned into measures by examining the partnership’s ability to successfully 
enact these strategies or more specifically by creating specific outputs (tangible results/direct 
products) or benchmarks for these strategies. As an example, one can take the strategy “build 
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an annual charity fundraising event. 
A search of the literature for other measures related to partnership functioning revealed a 
handful of techniques, tools, and checklists. Chapter 10 of the Evaluation Guidebook for Projects 
Funded by S.T.O.P. Formula Grants Under the Violence Against Women Act (Burt et al. 1997) 
provides three tables that contain performance indicators related to assessing community 
collaboratives to reduce violence against women. Two of the three tables can be used to identify 
general measures and data collection methods to track partnership functioning. Partnership 
functioning is denoted in their text and tables as “establishing an effective, stable, and continuing 
community response,” and “achieving systems level outcomes.” Indicators related to stability of 
community response (Table 10.1 in Burt et al. 1997) include the presence of new partners, 
achievement of diversity of members, and active engagement of partnership members. Measures 
of systems level outcomes (i.e., immediate outcomes) (Table 10.2) include frequency of positive 
communication among members, creation of informal communication networks, and creation of 
a written mission statement.  
Additional tools (described in detail in the following chapter) include: Emerging 
Leadership Practices; Working Together: A Profile of Collaboration; and the Local 
Collaborative Assessment of Capacity.  
FRAMEWORK COMPONENTS VII AND VIII: INTERMEDIATE AND LONG-TERM OUTCOMES 
In addition to the immediate outcomes related to partnership functioning, there are longer-term
outcomes associated with the passage of time. Specific activities can cause intermediate 
outcomes, such as changes in attitudes when activities provide knowledge about issues or 
problems (e.g., public awareness campaigns). Activities can be associated with intermediate 
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then be associated with longer-term outcomes such as reductions in disorder or crime. These 
intermediate outcomes are often referred to as mediating variables. Strong theory and repeated 
empirical examination of intermediate and long term outcomes facilitates the specification of 
outcomes over time. Partnerships will differ markedly in articulation of intermediate and long-
term outcomes. In addition, one partnership’s intermediate outcomes, may be another 
partnership’s long-term outcomes. We recognize that although outcomes should be articulated 
with a foundation in theory and program practice, the research is limited about the ordering of 
particular outcomes related to reduced crime and increased quality of life.  
Outcome levels 
In addition to distinguishing between intermediate and long-term, partnerships should also 
distinguish outcomes by levels. By definition, community justice partnerships seek change at the 
community/neighborhood level. However, community justice partnerships can also seek change 
at the family and individual level, as well as at the organizational, and systems level.  
Community Level
All community justice partnerships target community level change. Community level change can 
be divided into two areas: the aggregate aspects of individual level change and changes with 
regard to community functioning and the development of community capacity. Aggregate 
characteristics would include, for instance, community crime and drug arrest rates, high school 
completion rates or drop out rates, and rates of teen birth. With advances made to computer 
hardware and software, collection of appropriate community-level indicators has become less 
arduous, but still holds great challenge. Problems exist with overcoming confidentiality issues 
and the presence of unreliable or invalid data. In some cases, existing data may not be accessed 
by the public or may be expensive to obtain, particularly parcel-level data. Existing data sources 
  64
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.may be available but this data may not be exactly what is needed or may be incomplete. Primary 
data collection of indicators can be expensive and time consuming.  
Community capacity, “community functioning” or quality of life-related indicators could 
include measures of community satisfaction, community confidence, voter turnout and 
participation in community organizations (i.e., civic engagement), and collective efficacy. 
Criminal justice research illuminating the relationship between community justice activities and 
community functioning is in its infancy. 
Individual and Family 
Often, programs that have missions addressing the underlying causes of crime, target individual 
and family outcomes such as reductions in recidivism, substance use, gang affiliation and family 
violence. Activities often include providing individual social services or comprehensive services 
through case management. Comprehensive Community Initiatives that, by nature, encourage 
membership in coalitions across multiple service domains, usually target individual level 
outcomes, as well as community level outcomes.  
Organizational Level
Some partnerships may explicitly articulate goals related to increasing the capacity of individual 
partnership members or other community organizations external to the partnership. Examples of 
these outcomes could include increases in the number of grants or funding sources secured by 
partner agencies, expansion of technological resources within organizations such as movement 
away from paper filing systems to integrated electronic data systems. Partnerships that are 
successful in achieving systems change most likely will also effect change at the organizational 
level. 
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Community justice partnerships having an explicit goal of long-term systems change will have 
different priorities and may yield a different set of outcomes than partnerships that do not specify 
goals at the systems level. It is worth noting that partnership efforts may achieve systems change 
without specifying it as an outcome. Partnerships that have the ambitious goal of systems change 
may need to: (1) agree on the nature and extent of the problems they wish to address and the 
processes by which these problems should be resolved, (2) be willing to examine and change 
current cultures, roles, world views, and level of resources, (3) collaborate in addressing 
problems by sharing data, financial resources, and personnel, and (4) work together to change 
local ordinances or state or national legislation.  
The definition of systems change will vary widely from partnership to partnership and 
from partner member to partner member. It is particularly helpful to establish desired systems 
change goals up front and with input from all partner members. Advocating for systems change 
goals may be a valid goal of partnerships, but these goals may spark tensions or conflict among 
partner members because it is likely that partner member resources vary widely. Partner 
members that have limited resources at the outset of the partnership may have to dramatically 
change long-standing policies and procedures to reach systems change, and it may be 
exceedingly difficult to do so. Activities designed to assist these partner members or provide 
technical assistance will facilitate the process of achieving successful long-term systems change. 
Measurement of Intermediate and Long-term Outcomes
Because the intermediate and long-term outcomes articulated by partnerships will vary 
dramatically, we do not provide a detailed discussion of suggested tools, with the exception of 
pointing readers to examples of intermediate community outcomes in the Survey of 
Collaborative Members-Spring 1999, and long-term outcomes provided in Table 10.3 in chapter 
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models and action plans for articulating outcomes and linking plans and activities directly to 
outcomes in a logical and orderly manner. It is somewhat of a paradox to state that partnerships 
should base their stated intermediate and long-term outcomes in evidence based practices from
the criminological research literature because the evidence on successful community justice 
partnerships is scant. However, research does provide a solid foundation from which partnerships 
can, at least, hypothesize about desired goals. 
FRAMEWORK COMPONENT IX: COMMUNITY CONTEXT 
Local action—involving residents, local organizations, and partnerships with other 
organizations—must be understood in the context of the relationships between these actors, 
groups, and actions. The conceptual framework reflects the influence of community conditions 
on all other components of the framework. Community context can include structural 
characteristics of the neighborhood, such as concentrated disadvantage, residential stability, 
population density, and homogeneity as well as environmental characteristics, such as the local 
and state level political and economic environment.  
For some components, the relationship is bi-directional—the outcomes of the partnership 
will also influence community context. Because community justice partnerships have the explicit 
goal of impacting community life, it logical to specify that community-related outcomes exert 
influence on community context. However, it is less obvious, but certainly possible, that 
reductions in individual level crime or behavior will impact the larger community environment. 
Key leaders from the successful case studies often reported that community context 
helped create a foundation for a successful partnership. For instance, MGIP leaders in Mesa 
stated that the uniqueness of Mesa being Mormon-based community influenced residents’ 
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partnership reported they were successful in mobilizing community residents to join in the effort 
to reduce gang crime. When the city was planning on cutting funding for MGIP after federal 
funding ceased, residents voiced their concern and were successful in keeping the city from
doing so. Leaders from the Cherry Hill HotSpots Initiative believe that the geographic isolation 
of their community works in their favor to encourage a cohesive community that has high levels 
of informal social control.  
Measurement 
Measurement of community context is inherently difficult for a number of reasons. Community 
context has many domains, from political and economic to social, as well as varying levels, such 
as internal or local influences, versus the larger external influences such as state politics. A 
single partnership may not need to assess community context, but when comparing outcomes 
across partnerships or site, an understanding of community context becomes vital. However, 
many partnerships will want to assess context as a baseline for understanding partnership 
progress over time. As stated in earlier sections, community context is related to community 
readiness, and measures discussed under “readiness” may be appropriate for assessing the larger 
community context. These include The Civic Index and the development of a community 
indicators database to capture basic economic and demographic information on the geographic 
community targeted.  
CHAPTER SUMMARY
Our revised conceptual framework has been developed to standardize a process for assessing and 
evaluating partnerships. The framework is dynamic—namely, it includes four fluid phases that 
reveal the interaction between a capacity building partnership and the attainment of long-term
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components:  
1. Impetus for partnership; 
2. Partnership members; 
3. Partnership characteristics; 
4. Goals; 
5. Activities;
6. Immediate outcomes: partnership functioning/capacity; 
7. Intermediate outcomes related to: (a) crime reduction, and (b) community health; 
8. Long-term outcomes related to: (a) partnership functioning (systems change), and (b) 
specific programmatic objectives (programs or projects that resulted from
partnership; and 
9. Community context. 
For some of these components, we articulate important sub-dimensions that comprise 
each component. In particular, the sub-dimensions under Component II and III stand out as key 
measurement areas. A summary listing of these sub-dimensions is depicted in Figure 5-3. For 
these sub-dimensions as well as other dimensions for the remaining components, we briefly 
discussed measurement issues and related tools—where appropriate—setting the stage for more 
detail on the tools to be provided in the following chapter. 
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II. Partnership 
Members
II. Partnership 
Members
III. Partnership 
Characteristics
III. Partnership 
Characteristics
Organizational Structure
Leadership
Resources
Orientation & History
Lead Agency Type and Leadership -
Transformational Leadership
Conflict Transformation
Structural Complexity
Readiness
Vertical and Horizontal Integration
Resources
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Partnerships  
This chapter presents a short cross-site summary of the case studies conducted for five successful 
community justice partnerships. Full summaries of each site can be found in Appendix B. The 
partnerships are: 
1. The Mesa (Arizona) Gang Intervention Program (MGIP); 
2. The Greater Coronado (Arizona) Neighborhood Association Probation Partnership; 
3. The Baltimore (Maryland) Reentry Partnership (REP); 
4. Cherry Hill (Maryland) HotSpots Community Partnership; and 
5. The Fort Myers (Florida) Public Housing Policing Initiative. 
As stated in chapter 3, the partnerships varied greatly across a number of characteristics 
including type of partnership, complexity and size, impetus for partnership, goals targeted, 
general partnership capacity, and sustainability. Of the five partnerships, three are policing 
partnerships (Mesa Gang Intervention Program, Cherry Hill HotSpot Community, Ft. Myers 
Public Housing Policing Initiative), one is a probation partnership (Greater Coronado 
Neighborhood Adult Probation Partnership) and one is a corrections partnership (Reentry 
Partnership). Below we provide a brief summary of each partnership, followed by a depiction of 
each site’s partnership framework, utilizing the conceptual framework discussed in the previous 
chapter. Tables are also presented to assist easy comparison of features across sites. Because the 
partnerships varied greatly across targeted goals, we did not feel a detailed comparison of 
various goals and objectives would be useful to the reader. We instead utilize the tables to 
provide a quick reference of partnership strengths across sites, and focus our discussion on what 
we felt were the key ingredients for sustainability.  
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 The Mesa (Arizona) Gang Intervention Partnership (MGIP): In September, 1995, the 
City, on behalf of the Steering Committee, applied for federal funding from the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) to implement the Comprehensive 
Community-wide Approach to Gang Prevention, Intervention, and Suppression in Mesa, 
a policing partnership focused on reducing gang-related crime. In 1995, Mesa, Arizona 
was selected as one of five jurisdictions to receive funding. The gang intervention model 
implemented, known as the “Spergel” Model, centers around five strategies for serving 
gang-involved youth and their communities: (1) community mobilization, which 
encourages involvement from local citizens as well as key leaders of organizations; (2) 
opportunities provision, which offers specific programs to gang-involved youth; (3) 
social intervention, in which an intervention team will “reach out” to youth and provide 
them with needed services; (4) suppression, which involves social control procedures by 
the police, probation, parole, etc.; and (5) organizational change and development, which 
revolves around the development and implementation of policies and procedures to 
provide better resources to gang-involved youth (OJJDP, 2002). The specified goals 
include: to reduce individual-level gang-related crimes; to improve public safety at the 
community level by reducing crime rates, and to increase community capacity by 
creating a jurisdiction-wide integrated system of services for gang-involved youth.  
Staff included a project coordinator, a research partner, and an intervention team. The 
intervention team conducted outreach and provided services and referral to the gang-
involved youth. The key goal of this group was for the members to work together and 
share information in order to help each youth receive opportunities for intervention. The 
MGIP team operated out of a storefront office in the target community. The MGIP gang 
detectives and probation officers held program youth accountable through surveillance 
and routine monitoring and supportive street outreach workers and staff from
community-based agencies who ensured delivery of services. Throughout the project key 
services included: mentoring, literacy, job development, young men’s and women’s 
counseling groups, life skills, cognitive restructuring counseling, substance abuse 
prevention, STD classes, and parenting classes. 
When MGIP was at capacity, the project served roughly 100 youth and young adults a 
day. The target number of probationers was 55, and another 40-50 were recruited from 
other sources that included referrals from schools, the city court (diversion youth), and 
recruitment by outreach workers.  
Under a research grant from the OJJDP, the University of Chicago conducted impact 
evaluations for the five Spergel model sites. The evaluation of MGIP found that the 
targeted community experienced significant reductions in individual-level recidivism, as 
well as community-level reductions in crime compared to a comparison area (Spergel,
Wa, and Sosa 2002).  
 The Greater Coronado (Arizona) Neighborhood Association (GCNA) Probation 
Partnership: This partnership, between the GCNA and Maricopa County Adult Probation, 
was designed to reduce crime and recidivism through a community problem-solving 
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  72model where offenders are held accountable to their community. The local probation 
office has three probation officers who work out of a church in the community. The 
officers supervise approximately 235 probationers who reside in Coronado (Clear and 
Cannon, 2002). Probationers are required to participate in community service projects 
and other projects that bring them in contact with neighborhood residents. 
Through the GCNA a core group of residents is very involved in problem solving and 
increasing neighborhood capacity to problem solve. The core group attends all the 
neighborhood meetings and all the community service projects. They mobilize other 
residents to become involved. There are approximately 300 neighborhood association 
members (fee-paying members) and around 30-35 people who attend the monthly 
neighborhood meetings. The Greater Coronado Neighborhood Association, a 501(c)3 
nonprofit association, is self-sustaining and holds a number of events and benefits yearly 
to raise funds The neighborhood sponsors GAIN (Getting Acquainted In your 
Neighborhood) every year and probation officers and police come out to mingle with 
residents.  
To date, the Coronado-probation partnership has not been formally evaluated. However, a 
small evaluation was conducted by Arizona State University in 1995-1996 to evaluate the 
first year of implementation of the larger CCP partnership. The evaluation found that 
both violent and nonviolent crime dropped in Coronado between 1995-1996, compared to 
a similar neighborhood and, as well as the entire city of Phoenix (Vandergrift, Fernandez, 
and Humphrey, 1997). The probation partnership also has been deemed a model 
community justice program by research experts in the community justice field (see Karp 
and Clear, 2002). 
 Baltimore Reentry Partnership (REP): REP is a corrections-based partnership with the 
dedicated goal of increasing community reintegration for state prisoners returning to the 
Baltimore area. At the time of our site visit in August 2003, REP was serving returning 
prisoners in four targeted zip codes that encompass three Baltimore neighborhoods—
Druid Heights, Sandtown-Winchester, and Greater East Baltimore. At that time, the 
program served approximately 15-20 returning prisoners per month per neighborhood. 
These sites were chosen by REP because of the disproportionate number of offenders 
returning to these areas. Due to the number of partners involved and the variation in 
strategic efforts across the three neighborhoods, we chose to focus on only one of the 
three neighborhoods—Greater East Baltimore.  
REP’s model is based on incorporating a pre-prison release plan into a strong post-release 
plan. While incarcerated, soon-to-be-released prisoners attend an exit orientation, which 
is designed to introduce them to both the available resources and their expected 
responsibilities upon release. At the time of release, clients meet with a “buddy” or case 
advocate to assist in the immediate transition process. REP then links the released 
prisoners to a number of services through the Chance Center, a centralized one-stop shop 
that connects individuals with a variety of services. There are generally four individuals 
that serve as the core team to assist the client with his reentry plan: the parole officer, a 
case manager that is part of the East Baltimore Community Corporation’s (EBCC) Ready 
Work Grow (RWG) program, an employment specialist through EBCC’s GATE program
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  73(Gaining Access to Training and Employment), and the case advocate. In addition, 
inmates are expected to take an active role in developing and implementing their plans. 
The REP strategy includes two years of intensive case management.  
Although REP has not been evaluated, Enterprise staff are tracking recidivism rates of 
REP clients. In September 2003, we were given the following statistics for clients from 
the three neighborhoods: Of 209 REP clients to date (from the inception of the program), 
only 2 percent had committed new crimes, 5 percent had technical violations and 7 
percent had “noncompliance” orders issued. 
 Cherry Hill (Maryland) HotSpots Community (HSC) Partnership: The initiative, 
launched in 1997 by the Governor’s Office on Crime Control and Prevention (GOCCP), 
under Lt. Governor Townsend, supported comprehensive community-based crime 
reduction strategies in neighborhoods across the state. The initiative was implemented 
statewide, allowing every county to target a high crime area and apply for focused 
funding for that area. Coordination was a key component of the initiative, which aimed to 
integrate services across policing, probation, youth services, the community, and in some
sites, addiction recovery, victim assistance, business revitalization, prosecution, and 
crime prevention through environmental design. In addition to receiving state funds, the 
selected HSC sites received targeted operational and technical assistance for team
building, technical troubleshooting, and problem-solving. The sites also received priority 
consideration for other federal and state programs such as Americorps, teen pregnancy 
prevention programs, and the Drug Early Warning System.  
In 2003, the new Governor Ehrlich, revealed his new program, Collaborative Supervision 
and Focused Enforcement (CSAFE), which supplemented the previous administration’s 
HSC initiative. CSAFE draws on many of the successes of the various HSC sites. Some
consider CSAFE to be an extension of HSC, as it has similar methods and goals as HSC. 
However, the new governor has described CSAFE as “unique.” It supplemented HSC in 
that existing HSC sites fought for the limited CSAFE funding—a reduction from roughly 
$10 million under HSC to $3 million for CSAFE. Only 47 of the existing 61 HSCs were
funded as CSAFE sites (including only three of 12 Baltimore sites). The Cherry Hill HSC 
was one of the three Baltimore sites.
An evaluation of the Cherry Hill HSC was conducted as part of a larger multi-site 
evaluation of the Maryland HSC initiative. Woods, Sherman, and Roth (2002) conducted 
a crime trend analysis from 1996-2000 and found that the Cherry Hill neighborhood 
witnessed a steeper decline in crime than Baltimore as whole.
 The Fort Myers (Florida) Public Housing Policing Initiative: This policing partnership is 
a collaboration between the Fort Myers Housing Authority (FMHA) and the Fort Myers 
Police Department. A formal contract between the housing authority and the police 
Department originally was drawn up as part of the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development’s Drug Elimination grant, which FMHA received between 1997 and 
2002. The contract supports police services in the housing developments above baseline 
services and specifies the role for officers to play. The contract has been revised and 
expanded over time, most recently after the end of the Drug Elimination grant funding. 
At the time of the site visit, FMHA paid overtime pay for police services. 
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Housing Authority, but also between the police and the housing residents. When the 
partnership started, very few residents came to the community meetings. To engage the 
residents, officers walked door-to-door, introducing themselves and giving out cards with 
their pager and work cell phone numbers. They let residents know that they were there to 
help them and try to get them involved in their own neighborhood. Resident attendance at 
community meetings increased dramatically because of the work of the officers and 
housing managers. 
The key partners also worked hand-in-hand with the mayor’s office, the Housing Board, 
and the city council to determine the most effective steps to alleviate broader housing 
problems. Throughout this partnership the Executive Director and the Chief of Police, 
even when these positions have changed, have met formally every two weeks to discuss 
issues and determine goals as well as steps to achieve those goals.  
There has been no formal evaluation of the public housing initiative or any formal or 
informal community surveys. However, internal data supplied by the Fort Myers Police 
Department indicate a much steeper downward trend in crime between 1997 and 2002 
than for the city of Fort Myers as a whole.  
Table 5-1 presents an overview of the five partnerships highlighting selected 
characteristics that include type of partnership, structural complexity, impetus for partnership, 
and sustainability. The final two columns summarize responses by staff interviewed when asked 
to report on the most important asset of their partnership and the most serious barrier to success. 
The respondents were provided with a list of possible assets and barriers and were ask to rate 
each one on a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 being the most important or most serious.  
Figures 5-1 through 5-5 provide our depictions of each site’s “conceptual framework,” 
based on information gathered from site visits and administrative data. As discussed in chapter 1 
of this report, the conceptual framework can act like a detailed logic model that provides a 
framework for partnership assessment and evaluation. In “real time,” the conceptual framework 
would be expanded to provide a more detailed depiction of partnership characteristics 
(component III). Key partnership characteristics could then be linked to the immediate outcomes 
of partnership functioning. Furthermore, real time frameworks would change over the four 
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phases of a partnership. For instance, it would be possible to have four separate frameworks that 
would guide the continuing development of the framework. 
In addition to Table 5-1 and the conceptual frameworks, we provide a cross-site summary 
of key strengths for two of the main framework components: partnership members (Table 5-2) 
and partnership characteristics (Table 5-3). 
With the exception of the Baltimore Reentry Partnership, all partnerships formally began 
with the availability of federal funding. Similarly, the availability of funding was a prominent 
theme throughout the life of the partnership for all partnerships, with the exception of the REP. 
REP leaders worked hard to obtain funding from the start from a wide variety of sources, and 
never lost focus on the core idea that the community agencies should be mostly responsible for 
funding after the first three years. Funding was rarely mentioned as a problem for REP 
throughout the site interviews with REP key leaders. On the contrary, the majority of key leaders 
across the four other partnerships stressed the importance of funding. 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.Table 5-1. Summary of Five Case Study Partnerships, Selected Characteristics 
Most Serious
Barrier  
(scale of 1-10)
Funding (8.4) 
Funding tied with
agency policies 
(5) 
State policies and 
government
agency leader 
turnover (5)
Funding 
Funding (5.8) 
Partnership Name 
(Primary Justice 
Agency) 
Structural 
Complexity of 
Partnership
Impetus for Original 
Partnership Sustained? 
Most 
Important 
Asset  
(scale of 1-10) 
Mesa Gang 
Intervention
Program (MGIP) 
(Policing) 
Comprehensive; Led by
Police Department
Growing gang violence problem;
taskforce existed prior to OJJDP
funding
After 6 yrs of OJJDP 
funding, city of Mesa 
picked up for 2 years, 
then dropped
Dedication to a
common goal (9.8) 
Greater Coronado 
Neighborhood—
Adult Probation 
Partnership
(Probation)
Simple (two partners); 
neighborhood 
association and 
Probation
Backdrop of successful 
Comprehensive Communities
Program (CCP); Probation moving
toward new community justice 
philosophy; no funding
Yes. Fully self-
sustaining 
Leadership tied 
with collaborative
relationships (9.2) 
Baltimore Reentry 
Partnership (East 
Baltimore site) 
(Corrections)
Comprehensive; 
Intermediary (Enterprise 
Foundation) is lead; 
government lead is
Dept. of Correction 
DOJ/NIJ approached Maryland DOC 
to discuss reentry initiative. No
funding, just ideas 
Continuing today. Model 
expanded from three
neighborhoods to more 
with SVORI funding. 
Also State of Maryland 
priority for expansion 
Dedication to a
common goal (10) 
Cherry Hill HotSpots 
Community 
Partnership,
Baltimore 
(Policing)
Comprehensive; Led by
Mayor’s Office on
Criminal Justice 
(MOCJ); locally 
coordinated by
community agency 
State of Maryland initiative. Based on
successes of CCP. Initial funding from
state and city (federally-administered 
block grant with 10% city match; 10%
community match)
Somewhat sustained. 
Continued as a CSAFE 
site in 2003--a new state 
initiative somewhat 
related to HotSpots.  
Funding 
Fort Myers Public 
Housing Initiative 
(Policing)
Simple (three partners); 
housing authority, 
residents and police 
Growing violence in public housing. 
Applied for and received HUD Drug 
Free Communities grant for all years 
of program
Picked up by Housing 
Authority after HUD 
program eliminated 
Collaborative 
relationships (9.5) 
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  77Figure 5-1 Mesa Gang Intervention Program (MGIP) Conceptual Framework
Community Context
Emerging gang context; large city with small town feel; high home ownership; low residential mobility; low density; family-oriented community; limited recreational opportunities; strong community leadership; 
strong collaboration among government agencies; history of agencies working together
I. Impetus for
Partnership:
• Focus on school
violence/gangs
• Availability of
federal
funding
• United Way
campaign:
Building a
Healthy Mesa
II. Partnership Members:
Level 2:
• Mesa Juvenile Probation
• Mesa Police Department
• City Public Schools
• City Council
• Boeing
Level 1:
• Boys and Girls Club
• Prehab of Arizona
• Mesa United Way
• Mesa YMCA
III. Partnership 
Characteristics:
1. Lead agency type and 
leadership
Mesa PD: transformational
leadership
2. Conflict transformation
Leadership skilled in conflict
transformation
3. Structural complexity
Complex partnership
4. Readiness
Partnership and community
ready to tackle gang
problems
5. Vertical and horizontal 
integration
High vertical and horizontal
integration with exception of 
no frontline staff on Steering 
Committee
6. Resources
Full gamut of human, 
financial, and technological
resources; limited financial
resources toward end of 
OJJDP funding
V. Key Activities:
• Steering Committee
• Parent program/Parent
intervention groups
• After school programs
• Mentoring program
• Tattoo removal
• Case management 
meetings 
• Discussion groups, 
counseling at MGIP
office
• Pre-hab youth and family
counseling program
• Use of G.R.E.A.T.
resources
• Community projects
VIII. Long-Term
Outcomes
• Reduced individual
level violence
• Reduced 
community-
level violence
VII. Intermediate
Outcomes: 
Crime-Related
Changes in:
• Norms regulating individual
behavior
• Norms regulating group-
based criminal behavior
• levels of anger, aggressive
behavior
VII. Intermediate Outcomes: 
Community and School-
Related
• Awareness of intervention
• Support for intervention/law 
enforcement
• Pro-social environment 
for residents
• Increased attachment to school
• Increased attachment to
community
VII. Intermediate Outcomes: 
Community and School-
Related
• Awareness of intervention
• Support for intervention/law 
enforcement
• Pro-social environment 
for residents
• Increased attachment to school
• Increased attachment to
community
IV. Goals:
Development of
structured, comprehensive,
community-wide approach
to reduce gang activity:
• Reduction of 
community-level gang 
activity;
• Reduction in individual-
level arrests
VI. Immediate
Outcomes:
Partnership
Functioning
• Developing degree of 
conflict transformation
among partners
• Increased
communication, 
increased collaboration
• Increased information
sharing 
• Increased ability to
leverage resources
• Increased capacity of
smaller agencies to
serve community
• Increased recognition
of gang problems and
understanding of gang 
behavior by leaders
Continuing Activities
• Funding for tattoo
removal, other
programs continued
• Ongoing efforts to
mobilize community
New Activities
• Development of media
relations
• New fundraising
• Increased bilingual
outreach
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Community Context
High crime, low quality of life at outset; prior experience with problem-solving partnerships; commitment to community justice concepts by Probation; very strong neighborhood group; growing experience and 
success with fundraising.
I. Impetus for 
Partnership:
• Comprehensive
Communities
Program Grant
(1995)
•L o c a l i z e d
community
supervision idea
takes hold
II. Partnership Members:
Level 2:
• Maricopa County Adult
Probation 
Level 1:
• Greater Coronado 
Neighborhood Association
III. Partnership 
Characteristics:
1. Lead agency type and 
leadership
No leader; shared
responsibilities; no turnover
2. Conflict transformation
Both partners skilled in
conflict transformation
3. Structural complexity
Simple
4. Readiness
Partnership and community
ready to tackle issues
5. Vertical and horizontal 
integration
full collaboration across 
agencies, community
involvement through nature 
of community partner 
6. Resources
Strong human resources; high 
level of in-kind resource
dedication
V. Key Activities:
• Probation office placed 
in heart of community
• Regular problem-solving
• Newsletter to keep
community informed
• Regular community
meetings
• Community service by
probationers
• Residents attend 
community service
projects
•W e b s i t e
VIII. Long-Term
Outcomes
• Reduced individual
level arrests
• Reduced recidivism
•L o w e r  l e v e l so f
aggregate crime
• Increased property
values
VII. Intermediate
Outcomes: 
Crime-Related
• Reductions in probation 
violation/Increased
compliance with terms of
supervision
• Increased accountability and 
connection to community
VII. Intermediate Outcomes: 
Community and Systems
• Increased trust in the 
police/probation  by
community
• Neighborhood beautification
• Increase in satisfaction with 
neighborhood
• Increase in social cohesion
• Increase in social control
VII. Intermediate Outcomes: 
Community and Systems
• Increased trust in the 
police/probation  by
community
• Neighborhood beautification
• Increase in satisfaction with 
neighborhood
• Increase in social cohesion
• Increase in social control
IV. Goals:
Individual-level:
• Increase offender 
accountability and 
reduce recidivism
Community-level:
• Build informal social
control and community
cohesion
VI. Immediate
Outcomes:
Partnership
Functioning
• Increased problem-
solving 
• New communication
between corrections 
and community/ 
information 
sharing between 
corrections and 
community
• Increased ability to
leverage resources
• Increased trust among 
organizations
Continuing Activities
• All core activities
continuing
New Activities
• Block Watch grant 
activities (2002)
• Fight Back funded
activities (2003)
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Community Context
High crime, low quality of life at outset; prior experience with problem-solving partnerships; strong neighborhood groups; strong intermediary, known and respected in community; over  time, REP model
emulated across the country; community and state honors result in transfer of model to al counties in Maryland
I. Impetus for 
Partnership:
•C o m m u n i t y
leaders
recognized 
reentry problem
•N I J  s e l e c t s  R E P
for reentry
technical
assistance
II. Partnership Members:
Level 3:
• Maryland Division of 
Correction (MDOC)
• Maryland Division of Parole
and Probation (DPP)
• Enterprise Foundation
• State’s Attorney’s Office
• Governor’s Workforce
Investment Board
• Department of Juvenile 
Services
•The Department of Health and 
Mental Hygiene
Level 2:
• Mayor’s Office of 
Employment Development
• Baltimore Police Department
• The Mayor’s Domestic
Violence Coordinating Comm.
Level 1:
• East Baltimore Community
Corporation 
• Empower Baltimore 
Management Corporation
III. Partnership 
Characteristics:
1. Lead agency type and 
leadership
Intermediary:
transformational leadership
2. Conflict transformation
Leadership skilled in conflict
transformation
3. Structural complexity
Complex partnership
4. Readiness
Partnership and community
ready to tackle reentry
5. Vertical and horizontal 
integration
High integration
6. Resources
Strong human resources
V. Key Activities:
• Utilization of strategic
planning process;
Steering Committee
• Incorporation of pre-
prison release plan into
strong post-release plan
• Enhanced post-release 
supervision 
• Establish case advocate
for every returning
prisoner 
• Development of one-stop 
shop for services 
• Core team case
assessments 
• Service provider network 
meetings
• Exit orientations for
prisoners
• Development of
transitional housing
VIII. Long-Term
Outcomes
• Reduced individual
level arrests
• Reduced recidivism
• Increase in wages
earned
VII. Intermediate
Outcomes: 
Crime-Related
• Reductions in substance 
abuse
• Reductions in parole 
violation/Increased
compliance with terms of 
supervision.
• Decrease in feelings of
aggression/frustration
VII. Intermediate Outcomes: 
Community and Systems 
• Reduction of gaps in services
• Increased access to services pre-
release and post-release
• New procedures for service-
delivery
• Increased placements in
transitional housing/increased 
residential stability
• Increase in employment
placements.
• Increased trust in the police
by community and returning 
prisoner
• Increased overall quality of life
VII. Intermediate Outcomes: 
Community and Systems 
• Reduction of gaps in services
• Increased access to services pre-
release and post-release
• New procedures for service-
delivery
• Increased placements in
transitional housing/increased 
residential stability
• Increase in employment
placements.
• Increased trust in the police
by community and returning 
prisoner
• Increased overall quality of life
IV. Goals:
Individual-level:
• Increase offender 
accountability and
reduce recidivism
Community-level:
• Build informal social
control and increase 
service capacity
Systems-level:
• Build inter-
organizational
partnership through
information sharing and 
better assessment
VI. Immediate
Outcomes:
Partnership
Functioning
• Increased problem-
solving 
• New communication 
between corrections 
and community/
information
sharing between 
corrections and 
community
• Increased 
communication,
increased collaboration
among providers
• Increased ability to
leverage resources
• Increased capacity of
smaller agencies to
serve community and 
returning prisoners
• Increased knowledge 
about reentry issues
Continuing Activities
• All core activities
continuing
New Activities
• Advocacy for 
certification process for 
sober housing and
transitional housing
• Evaluation of provider
network, development
of performance measures
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Community Context
Developed as “planned” community; close-knit community; geographically isolated; high concentration of public housing; high crime levels in 1980s-90s; exemplary HSC partnership plays into selection of
Cherry Hill as one of three state-funded grants for new initiative in 2003.
I. Impetus for 
Partnership:
•S t a t e  a n d
federal
grant funds
as part of
HotSpot
Communities
Initiative (1997)
II. Partnership Members:
Level 3:
• MD Division of Parole &
Probation
• MD Dept. of Juvenile Services
• Dept. of Labor, Licensing &
Regulation
• State’s Attorney’s Office
• Enterprise Foundation
• Governor’s Office of 
Crime Control & Prevention
Level 2:
• Baltimore County Department
of Health
• Baltimore Police Department
• Dept. of Housing & 
Community Development,
City of Baltimore
Level 1:
• Cherry Hill 2000
•F a m i l y  H e a l t h  C e n t e r s
• Cherry Dale Tenant Assoc.
• Cherry Hill Development Corp
• New Creations CDC
• Ministerial Alliance
III. Partnership 
Characteristics:
1. Lead agency type and 
leadership
Cherry Hill 2000:
transformational leadership
2. Conflict transformation
Leadership skilled in conflict 
transformation
3. Structural complexity
Complex partnership
4. Readiness
Partnership and community
ready to tackle crime
problems
5. Vertical and horizontal
integration
High integration
6. Resources
Strong human, financial, and 
technological resources
V. Key Activities:
• Steering Committee
• Monthly public safety
meetings
• After school programs
and safe haven for youth
• Weekly meetings of
HEAT team
• Emphasis on block 
watches/National Night 
Out
• Substance abuse
education
• Candlelight vigils, 
neighborhood walks to
bring attention to
violence 
• Reading program for 
youth
• Community projects and 
community service hours 
as part of school
requirement
• Neighborhood beautifi-
cation
VIII. Long-Term
Outcomes
• Reduced individual
level arrests
• Reduction in Part I
offenses
• Reduction in
property crimes
• Reduction in
violent crimes
VII. Intermediate
Outcomes: 
Crime-Related
Changes in:
• Norms regulating individual
behavior
• Norms regulating group-
based criminal behavior
• levels of anger, aggressive
behavior
VII. Intermediate Outcomes: 
Community
• Neighborhood beautification
• Support for intervention/law 
enforcement
• Pro-social environment
for residents
• Increased overall quality of life
VII. Intermediate Outcomes: 
Community
• Neighborhood beautification
• Support for intervention/law 
enforcement
• Pro-social environment
for residents
• Increased overall quality of life
IV. Goals:
“Fight crime, grime, and
increase quality of life for 
residents”:
• Reduction of
community-level crime
• Reduction in individual-
level arrests
VI. Immediate
Outcomes:
Partnership
Functioning
• Developing degree of 
conflict transformation
among partners
• Increased
communication,
increased collaboration
• Increased information
sharing
• Increased ability to
leverage resources
• Increased capacity of
smaller agencies to
serve community
• Increased recognition
of community
problems 
Continuing Activities
• Neighborhood-based
co-location of staff
• Ongoing efforts to
mobilize community
New Activities
• Saturday reading
program
• New fundraising
81
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.Figure 5-5 Ft. Myers Public Housing Initiative (Florida) Conceptual Framework 
Community Context
High crime, low quality of life at outset; some prior experience with problem-solving partnerships; general community readiness; strong leadership and dedicated commitment within key agencies; police 
commitment to community policing and dedication of officers on the frontline.
I. Impetus for 
Partnership:
• Public Housing 
Drug
Elimination
Grant
(1997-2002)
• Very high
crime levels in
public housing
II. Partnership Members:
Level 2:
• Ft. Myers Police Department
• Ft. Myers Housing Authority
• Housing Board
•C i t y  o fF t .  M y e r s
Level 1:
• Public Housing Residents 
Association
III. Partnership 
Characteristics:
1. Lead agency type and
leadership
No leader; shared
responsibilities; some
turnover
2. Conflict transformation
Partners skilled in conflict 
transformation
3. Structural complexity
Simple
4. Readiness
Partnership and residents
ready to tackle issues
5. Vertical and horizontal
integration
full collaboration across
agencies, community
involvement through nature
of community partner 
6. Resources
High level of in-kind
resource dedication
V. Key Activities:
• Police substation placed
in heart of community
• Regular problem-solving
• Police walk community
on foot to get to know
residents
• Regular community
meetings; resident
surveys
• Police officer 
involvement in screening 
potential tenants;
involvement in issuing 
noncompliance letters to
current residents
VIII. Long-Term
Outcomes
• Lower levels of
aggregate crime
• Increased quality of 
life
VII. Intermediate
Outcomes: 
Crime-Related
• Fewer calls for police service
• Reductions in social disorder
• Reductions in problem
tenants
• Reductions in evictions due 
to criminal activity
VII. Intermediate Outcomes: 
Community and Systems 
• Increased trust in the 
police by residents 
• Increase in satisfaction with
neighborhood
• Increase in social control
VII. Intermediate Outcomes: 
Community and Systems 
• Increased trust in the 
police by residents 
• Increase in satisfaction with
neighborhood
• Increase in social control
IV. Goals:
Community-level:
• Reduce community-level 
crime rate in public
housing developments
VI. Immediate
Outcomes:
Partnership
Functioning
• Increased problem-
solving 
• New communication 
between police 
and community/
information 
sharing between
police and
residents
• Increased ability to
leverage resources
• Increased trust among
organizations
Continuing Activities
• Overtime pay for 
police
New Activities
• No new activities
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Partnership Name 
(Primary Justice 
Agency) 
Organizational 
Structure  Leadership  Resources 
Mesa Gang 
Intervention
Program (MGIP) 
(Policing) 
Strength: large number 
of organizations;
Weakness: no faith-
based groups, little 
community groups 
Little turnover among key leaders 
of partner members 
In-kind resources supplied 
by al partner members 
Greater Coronado 
Neighborhood— 
Adult Probation 
Partnership
(Probation)
Strength: Size of
partnership
(2 entities) was 
manageable for goals
No turnover among key leaders of
partner members 
In-kind resources supplied 
by both partners
Baltimore Reentry 
Partnership (East 
Baltimore site) 
(Corrections)
Strength: large number 
of organizations
Little turnover among key leaders 
of partner members. Leader of
intermediary served as leader of 
partnership.
Each organization was
willing to commit their own
resources 
Cherry Hill HotSpots 
Community 
Partnership,
Baltimore 
(Policing)
Strength: large number 
of organizations. 
Weakness: had trouble 
getting pubic housing 
residents on board 
Little turnover among key leaders 
of partner members  
Each organization was
willing to commit their own
resources 
Orientation
& History 
All partner members know
each other; are trusting and 
ready to tackle issue 
Pre-existing relationship 
between organizations 
Pre-existing relationship 
between organizations with
the exception of corrections
and community agencies. 
Partnership worked steadily
to increase trust among all 
agencies 
Pre-existing relationship 
between organizations 
Strength: Size of
partnership
(2 entities) was 
manageable for goals
Some turnover and some political 
infighting, but commitment of key 
leaders for partner agencies very 
steady. 
Housing authority willing to 
fund overtime for police 
department, but tight
budgets are squeezing funds 
available 
Did not have pre-existing 
relationship, but developed 
slowly throughout federal
grant history
Fort Myers Public 
Housing Initiative 
(Policing)
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Table 5-3. Key Strengths of Partnership Characteristics (Component III) within Five Case Study Partnerships 
Partnership Name 
(Primary Justice 
Agency)  Lead Agency Type  Readiness 
Vertical
Integration 
Horizontal 
Integration 
Mesa Gang 
Intervention
Program (MGIP) 
(Policing) 
Police department leader had
qualities of transformational 
leadership; 
Extremely ready to tackle 
gang issue. Had already been 
talking about issue before 
funding opportunity 
Good vertical 
integration with
exception of frontline 
staff not on Steering
Committee 
Strong communication
among all partners/full
collaboration. Strong
outreach to communities  
Greater Coronado 
Neighborhood— 
Adult Probation 
Partnership
(Probation)
No lead agency; equal 
responsibilities 
Both agencies ready and 
committed
Equal partners/vertical
integration not an issue 
Weekly communication 
among partners and weekly
outreach to community 
Baltimore Reentry 
Partnership (East 
Baltimore site) 
(Corrections)
Strong, respected 
intermediary 
Extremely ready to tackle 
reentry issue 
Very strong vertical 
integration assisted by
intermediary 
Very strong horizontal 
integration assisted by
intermediary 
Cherry Hill HotSpots 
Community 
Partnership,
Baltimore 
(Policing)
Community organization 
leader had qualities of
transformational leadership; 
no turnover of leadership 
Extremely ready to tackle 
crime issue 
Vertical integration
somewhat limited by
absence of public 
housing residents 
association 
Very strong horizontal 
integration assisted by
HEAT working group
meetings 
Resources 
High-level of resources
with federal grant but 
partnership began to
disintegrate when 
federal funding ended 
Strong fundraising by
community agency 
Developed funding 
structure to enable 
community groups to
take more responsibility 
for funding each year 
Funding somewhat of 
an issue toward end of 
state funding for HSC
Fort Myers Public 
Housing Initiative 
(Policing)
No lead agency, but housing
authority was only agency to
put financial resources into 
partnership 
Extremely ready to tackle 
crime issue 
Residents problem-
solve with police/full 
vertical integration to 
the extent possible 
Weekly contact with
residents; officers held 
activities to increase trust in 
the police by residents 
Partnership changed 
shape with termination
of grant funding.
Reduced funding 
limited activities for 
residents 
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Because an assessment of sustainability was a key component of our research for this study, as 
directed by NIJ, we collected all data with a focus on understanding partnership elements that 
might lead to sustainability. Sustainability is often viewed as a key component of success. In 
other words, if a partnership sustains itself after external funding ends, many would agree that 
the partnership was successful in its efforts. From our perspective, partnership sustainability 
directly results from partnership functioning; general community justice partnership success 
comes through quantitative evidence that crime-reduction goals were achieved.  
We began the entire study with the premise that sites that are successful in achieving their 
targeted goals will have common characteristics. For the most part, this ended up to be true, but 
because the partnerships varied in their structure and complexity, it was often difficult to 
compare directly across components and draw general conclusions. This point gives weight to 
our belief that a general conceptual framework serves our field better than the development of 
any type of checklist of common characteristics. Furthermore, an examination of sustainability of 
the partnerships helped crystallize the key elements of the revised framework.  
Each of the three partnerships that had federal or state funding was dedicated to 
sustaining their partnerships after the funding ceased. All three were somewhat successful in 
sustaining their partnerships, but, for the most part, the partnership changed shape dramatically, 
or lost momentum after funding ceased. For instance, at the end of federal funding in 2001, the 
City of Mesa funded MGIP for a few years, but the activities changed because of the limited 
funding. When we asked key leaders how the MGIP program ended, those interviewed offered a 
number of insights. The majority of those interviewed believed MGIP ceased because the city 
was facing severe budget cuts. In the event of a changing economy, the partnership became too 
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reducing gang crime and violent crime in the target area, the number of youth that were being 
served was too small to justify the cost of the program. Some staff suggested that the evidence 
showing small numbers served was due to leadership changes in one of the positions of the core 
team—that paperwork was not filled out and it became difficult to account for program
successes.  
Cherry Hill HSC had some problems with sustainability. The partnership was not fully 
active by the end of 2003. Cuts in state funding led to cuts in staffing, as well as the termination 
of a number of projects developed by HSC. However, the basic foundation of the partnership 
was somewhat intact at the time of our site visit, with the exception of police department 
involvement. The Cherry Hill HSC was one of the few Baltimore HotSpot partnerships that was 
successful in sustaining itself (morphing into a CSAFE site) after the initial state funding ceased. 
Many leaders interviewed believed that the sustainability of the initiative was due to the 
dedication (and strong grant writing skills) of the Cherry Hill HSC lead coordinator. In addition, 
Cherry Hill was somewhat successful in leveraging resources (mostly from service providers) to 
operate a large-scale program on very little funding. Partnership members recognized the strong 
commitment level throughout the partnership of all of the members and were eager to continue to 
be part of a winning effort. At times during the partnership, the police officers involved would 
update the partnership by displaying crime statistics. The partner members were continually 
motivated as crime remained low for the duration of the partnership. Basically, receiving regular 
feedback on crime levels provided the impetus for continued hard work.  
The Greater Coronado Neighborhood Association Maricopa Adult Probation 
Neighborhood Office partnership has been maintained for a number of years now, without the 
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probation staff and a dedicated commitment to neighborhood supervision, as well as a strong 
commitment by neighborhood residents.  
Essentially, sustainability resulted from a dedication to nontraditional public safety 
strategies. The realization of the strategy was achieved through re-allocation of resources without 
the need for specialized or programmatic funding. The probation department does not perceive 
the partnership to be an add-on program, but an institutionalized way of doing business in high 
crime neighborhoods. 
Contextually, it is also important to note that at the time the partnership was being 
developed, the Maricopa County Probation Department had been seeking to rearticulate their 
mission in effort to improve their effectiveness. An agency-wide development process resulted in 
a vision statement that incorporated a community focus on achieving public safety and increased 
community well-being. This refocusing of the agency’s mission likely set the groundwork for a 
strong partnership with committed partners.  
In contrast to the other partnerships, the REP program devised an approach that would 
build in sustainability goals from the beginning. To improve chances for sustainability, the 
Enterprise Foundation implemented a five-year plan to move the intermediary out of the 
partnership relationship. Each year, the community agencies were responsible for contributing 
more of their own resources to the partnership. The goal was set so that after five years have 
passed, REP staff positions, with the exception of the project director, could be fully funded by 
community agencies. 
Given the broad financial, political, and programmatic support REP has received from
numerous public and private institutions, many staff interviewed felt that sustaining support for 
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staff also cautioned that the “average person” may not care about ex-offenders, so with each new 
MDOC commissioner or mayor, great lengths have to be taken to re-educate officials about the 
need for the partnership and its success in the community. Similarly, the partnership is very 
active in building and maintaining community awareness around and support for prisoner 
reentry. 
In summary, federal and state funding impacted sustainability for those sites that began 
their partnership with state or federal funding. The two sites that focused on developing funds at 
the outset of the partnership without relying on state or federal funding (Greater Coronado 
Neighborhood Association probation partnership and REP) were successful in keeping the 
partnership funded. The impetus for these partnerships came from inside the community. This 
supports research indicating that partnerships developed from internal impetus are more likely to 
success than those derived from funding streams or outside pressure (Butterfoss, Gooman, and 
Wandersman 1996; Edelman 1987; Swift and Haley 1986).  
In addition to internal impetus, the oversight of the Enterprise Foundation, the 
intermediary in the REP partnership, may have helped sustain the partnership. The Enterprise 
Foundation worked with the East Baltimore community organizations to develop their capacity 
to fundraise and expand their capacity to serve returning prisoners. REP continues today with a 
mix of funding sources and the continued dedication of the community organizations.
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Tools for Measuring Partnership Components  
The previous chapters attempt to describe important components related to the mechanisms that 
drive partnership implementation, maintenance, and sustainability, and the related dimensions 
within the components that, ultimately, correspond to success. We have delineated these 
components and dimensions to facilitate measurement. Systematic measurement is a critical step 
in understanding how the components and variables work together to form the partnership and 
how these aspects relate to the success of partnership efforts. As stated in the early chapters of 
this report, all partnerships are complex and dynamic entities—no two partnerships are alike. 
Aspects of partnerships that work in one entity might be the downfall of another partnership.  
As discussed in chapter 2, partnerships and the relationships that comprise them change 
over time as well as under different contexts and priorities. Therefore, building on the literature 
used to develop the initial Conceptual Framework of Partnership Capacity and the additional 
detail gathered through the site visits, this chapter describes tools that that are free to the public 
which partnerships can use to collect information about themselves and their contexts. The tools 
discussed are useful as a starting point as measures of the components and sub-dimensions of the 
revised Conceptual Framework—components and sub-dimensions that have been identified by 
the current research as important to partnership functioning and achievement of end outcomes. 
Measures for certain partnership dimensions, such as vertical and horizontal integration (e.g., 
communication and collaboration), abound in the literature, but for some other aspects, such as 
sustainability, few tools exist. In addition, some of the tools listed may only contain a few items 
that are relevant to the dimensions of the framework. Furthermore, the tools that exist have not 
necessarily been tested or found to be valid and reliable, and many have been developed for a 
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relevant to community justice partnerships. We describe these issues to the extent the
information was available.  
We hope that this chapter will assist partnerships to develop their own yardsticks to 
measure partnership progress and success. Many of the tools can be used to create a feedback 
mechanism to assess goal attainment. But goals, objectives, and available resources vary greatly 
by partnership, often depending on stage of the partnership and partnership mission. We have 
provided a wide range of tools, understanding that no tool will be applicable to all partnerships. 
In addition, some of the tools can be used simply by members of the partnership as diagnostic 
tools to provide direct feedback to members. These tools provide a mechanism to gauge 
partnership status at various points in the partnership, and the feedback provided by the tools can 
be used to understand whether the partnership is satisfactorily building and achieving the goals 
set out in the planning stages. These tools can show partnership members areas in which they 
may need to either change their processes or modify their vision in order to bring the two in line 
with each other. Other tools are less suited to provide immediate feedback and are more 
appropriate for use by outside evaluators to evaluate overall partnership success or to compare 
partnerships.  
We recognize that partnership members will have to use their own judgment about the 
usefulness of a particular tool for their group. In addition, the majority of the tools provided 
below will require adaptation to the particular issues and priorities of the partnership. In some
cases, the adaptation is as small as replacing a few terms. In others, the changes will involve 
some preliminary work to determine the list of partners that should be asked about or the 
partnership activities that need to be assessed.  
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The following section discussing the measurement tools is organized in order by the four 
phases of partnerships as discussed in chapter 5: (1) Assessment and Planning, (2) 
Implementation, (3) Goal Achievement and Maintenance, and (4) Reassessment and 
Sustainability. We recognize that these phases are fluid and somewhat overlapping and hence, 
many tools will be relevant to more than one phase. However, we believe that the partnership 
phase, for the most part, will guide the selection of the partnership components and sub-
dimensions that can be assessed and measured. 
Each tool is described in terms of the type of data it is designed to collect and the 
potential uses of those data by the partnership. We attempted to order the listing of tools by 
partnership phases. However, ordering in this fashion is somewhat difficult, as tools may have 
multiple uses across the different phases. As a result, we include a listing of phases that are 
relevant in each tools description. Citations are provided for each tool described. Table 6-1 
(found at the end of this chapter) provides a summary listing of tools by framework component 
and sub-dimension. Copies of tools are provided in Appendix C. 
TOOLS FOR PHASE I: ASSESSMENT AND PLANNING
During this phase it is important for partners and potential partners to assess the nature and level 
of the problem to be addressed. As they start to talk about solutions and decide whether a 
partnership would be effective, partner members can examine the resources and readiness of both 
the partner organizations and the community. Once the decision has been made that a partnership 
is a viable approach, it will be vital to develop a jointly accepted definition of the problem and 
the partnership approach to solving. A general tool that can be instrumental in project planning 
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Figure 6-1, partnerships can ensure that their activities are well matched to both the community 
problem they have identified as well as to the outcomes they desire. Once the activities are 
appropriately aligned with the desired outcomes, the resources needed for each activity can be 
identified.  
Figure 6-1. Sample Generic Logic Model 
Situation 
Analysis 
Priority
Setting Inputs  Activities Outputs Outcomes         Impacts
Problem 
identification
Mission 
Goals
Resources and
contributions.
Tasks conducted 
by grantee’s 
staff, 
subcontractor or 
volunteers.
Activities are
directly linked to
outputs.
Products
and 
services
delivered.
Changes in individuals, agencies, 
systems, and communities.  
Outcomes may be intended or 
unintended.
Initial
Learning
Awareness
Knowledge
Attitude
Skills
Opinions
Aspirations
Motivations
Intermediate
Action
Behavior
Practice
Policies
Social Action
Decision-
Making
ENVIRONMENT: ENVIRONMENT: External and contextual factors that influence the program  External and contextual factors that influence the program 
Sources: GAO-02-923 –Strategies for Assessing How information Dissemination Contribut es to 
Agency goals.  GAO-03-9 –Efforts to strengthen the link between resources and results at  the 
administration of children and families. GAO/GGD-00-10 Managing for Results: Strengthening 
Regulatory Agencies' Performance Management . Ellen Taylor-Powell. 2000. “A logic model: A
program performance framework”. University of Wisconsin-Cooperative Extension Program Evaluation 
Conference.
Long-Term
Conditions
Social
Economic
Civic
Environment
   92
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.#1 
Tool type: 
Checklists 
(11); 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 1 
Title: The Civic Index 
Organization/Author: The National Civic League  
Instrument Description: The National Civic League developed the Civic Index 
to help communities evaluate and improve their civic infrastructures. It is meant 
to assist communities in developing their problem solving capacity by providing 
a procedure for recognizing strength and weakness and structuring collaborative 
problem solving strategies. The Civic Index can be used by community 
initiatives to create a picture of the skills and processes needed to increase
capacity to deal with problems and critical issues. It is also a useful tool for 
creating a framework for self-evaluation of civic infrastructure. This tool 
contains a series of checklists that partnership leaders can use to assess various 
aspects of their relationship to their community. These include:
 The Community Leadership Checklist. This list contains 8 items
about whether leaders speak for the diverse interests of the 
community, whether community leaders are accountable, and 
whether they are results-oriented. 
 The Intergroup Relations Checklist. This list contains 7 items 
about the existence of community-wide programs to promote 
intergroup communication, and whether the community works to 
promote both majority/minority relations and minority/minority 
relations.  
 The Community Vision and Pride Checklist. This list contains 7 
items about whether the community’s vision for the future has been 
articulated, how community members would rate their quality of 
life, and whether the majority of community residents would agree 
about the direction for the community. 
Framework components measured: Community readiness, community context 
Uses: This tool can be used be organizations assessing or reassessing the 
usefulness of starting or maintaining a partnership. The tool provides 
information about community readiness, community resources, such as whether 
community leaders speak for the community, what the local capacity for 
cooperation is, and whether the community has an articulated vision. It also 
provides some information about horizontal and vertical integration of the 
 The Community Information Sharing Checklist. This list contains 
6 items about whether there are community institutions that serve 
as information sharing forums, whether the media presents a 
balanced point of view on the relevant issue(s), and whether there 
are mechanisms for private and public sectors to share information.  
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partners determine whether a partnership is a promising approach.  
Source: National Civic League, 1601 Grant Street, Suite 250, Denver, Colorado 
80203 (303) 832-5612  
#2 
Tool type: 
Administered 
by trained 
rater or 
evaluator 
Relevant/ 
designed for 
Phase 1; may 
be relevant 
for Re-
assessment in 
Phase 4 
Title: The Plan Quality Index (PQI)
Organization/Author: Butterfoss, Goodman, Wandersman, Valois, & Chinman 
Instrument Description: An index developed to rate community prevention 
plans on the basis of whether they meet given criteria that define quality plans. 
The PQI provides narrative feedback in four areas: (1) the elements of the plan 
that are well developed, (2) aspects of the plan determined to be challenging, (3) 
a series of questions to be considered preparation for implementation, and (4) a 
summary of the main points of the committee plan evaluation.
Framework components measured: Partnership goals and activities 
Uses: This tool can be used to develop and track detailed partnership plans and 
related activities. The tool is designed for use by outside raters (more than one) 
and provides recurring feedback on partnership progress. The authors of this tool 
suggest that other tools can be used in conjunction with the PQI. Supplemental 
tools can assist the partnership to problem solve to overcome obstacles to 
implementation. 
The authors state that testing the tool with other community partnerships is 
warranted. They recognize that not all planning factors will be useful or 
generalizable to all coalitions. 
Source: Butterfoss et al. (1996b).
#3 
Tool type: 
Survey; 
43 items; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 1 
Title: Emerging Leadership Practices
Organization/Author: Stinnette, Peterson & Hallinger 
Instrument Description: This self-administered tool contains 43 questions that 
are answered using a 4-point scale. These questions were developed for self-
administration by the partnership leadership. The questions are grouped under 
the following headings:  
 Ways of Leading and Managing. This includes how collaboration 
leaders make the partnership vision known to others, whether they 
communicate their values through actions, and the type of culture 
they support. 
 Approaches to Problem Solving and Decision Making. This 
includes information sharing, openness to multiple views, and 
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 Concerning Learning. These questions focus on learning because 
the specific audience for these questions is member of school-
community collaborations. But, the questions could be reworded to 
reflect the specific focus of a community-justice site. Concepts 
covered include whether leaders support other partnership 
stakeholders (teachers and students in this example), the provision 
of opportunities for other partnership members to take 
responsibility for their own advancement, and whether leaders 
model the desired behaviors.  
 Structural Conditions. This includes the roles of members of the 
organizations, member autonomy, the use of teams in the 
implementation of activities, and whether the environment created 
is “safe.” 
 Relating to the Community. This includes encouraging wide scale 
participation of community members and other stakeholders, and 
the development of relevant partnerships to forward the mission of 
the partnership (learning in this case). 
Framework components measured: Partnership characteristics 
Uses: This tool can help partnership members assess their leadership and the 
leadership process used with the partnership. The information will help 
partnership members determine if they need to pay more attention to their 
leadership and make changes in the leadership process used.  
Source: Stinnette, L.F., Peterson, K., & Hallinger, P. (1996, January). Becoming 
a community of learners: Emerging Leadership Practices. New Leaders for 
Tomorrow’s Schools. North Central Regional Educational Laboratory. 
http://www.ncrel.org/cscd/pubs/lead21/2-1l.htm
One tool that communities may find useful is a series of questions developed by 
Lynn J. Stinnette and Kent Peterson.  
#4 
Tool type: 
Handbook; 
Lists and 
tips; 
Self-
Title: Handbook on Coalition Building
Organization/Author: Ohio Center for Action on Coalition Development, 
adapted by the National Association of Area Agencies on Aging by contract 
HHS-100-91-0026 from the United States Department of Health and Human 
Services  
Instrument Description: The instrument contains several lists relevant to 
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   95administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 1 and 
2 
partnership stability: 
 Defects to avoid (p.10) 
 Elements of a functioning partnership (p.14) 
 Three questions to help partnerships turn goals into action (p.40) 
Framework components measured: general partnership characteristics, 
definitions of goals 
Uses:. The information presented in this handbook can help partnership leaders 
enter the process with more knowledge about operational factors that contribute 
to partnership success.  
Source: Ohio Center for Action on Coalition Development. (1992) Handbook 
on Coalition Building, adapted by the National Association of Area Agencies on 
Aging by contract HHS-100-91-0026 from the United States Department of 
Health and Human Services  
#5 
Tool type: 
Survey; 
56 items; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 1 
Title: Community Key Leader Survey 
Organization/Author: National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) 
Instrument Description: The Community Key Leader Survey is a 56-item 
baseline/post-test measure. Evaluators have used the survey to assess the levels 
of awareness and the actions of community leaders. The survey includes items 
aimed at measuring concern and action as well as leaders' perceptions of 
programs directed at solving alcohol and other drug problems. This self-
administered tool contains 48 questions. The majority of questions (41) require 
respondents to answer using a 5-point scale, with the remaining questions using 
a series of closed-ended response choices. Questions ask about: 
 Knowledge of community resources and problems; 
 Knowledge about general research related to the relevant topic 
(e.g., drug abuse in this case but questions could be modified to 
capture information about crime topics); 
 The policies and awareness of respondent’s organization and 
organizational staff regarding the relevant topic; 
 The actions taken over the past 12 months by the respondent’s 
organization regarding the identified problem; 
 Respondent’s personal opinions about the kinds of initiatives that 
the partnership is undertaking; and 
There are also a series of demographic questions.
 Characteristics of realistic partnership goals (p.39) 
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overall community context 
Uses: The data from this survey can inform potential partners or partnership 
leaders about the level of community and member readiness. This tool can be 
used to help determine whether a partnership is the best approach to the problem
and give insight into how to address the problem based on readiness data.  
Source: Goodman, R., et al. (1996). An ecological assessment of community-
based interventions for prevention and health promotion: Approaches to 
measuring community coalitions. American Journal of Community Psychology. 
(24)1.
#6 
Tool type: 
Checklists 
(3); 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 1 
Title: Strengthening Partnerships: Community School Checklist 
Organization/Author: Coalition for Community Schools  
Instrument Description: The tool consists of a three checklists to support the 
partnership planning process. The checklists are listed below: 
 Community School Partnership Assessment. This checklist 
includes 9 items about partnership vision, communication, 
knowledge about each partner organization, and the identification 
of resources. 
 Community School Funding Source Assessment. This matrix 
shows the sources for the funding for each program or service 
provided by the partnership.  
Framework components measured: Impetus for partnership; partner member 
characteristics; partnership characteristics 
Uses:. These checklists can help partners clarify the status of partnership 
development. It can also be used to track programs and service, or funding once 
the partnership is operational (Phase 2). The funding assessment may be useful 
for partnerships in Phase 4 as they think about sustainability.  
Source: http://www.communityschools.org/assessmentnew.pdf
#7 
Tool type: 
Title: We Did It Ourselves: A Guide Book to Improve the Well-Being of 
Children Through Community Development (selected pages).
 Community School Program and Service Checklist. This list 
contains a matrix in which the user lists the programs and services 
to be provided by the partnership in he left most would insert 
checkmarks in the cells to indicate which partner is responsible for 
which program or service.  
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Foundation  
Instrument Description: While the kit includes many tips and ideas for 
developing and implementing collaborations, most relevant for this project are a 
series of checklists that partnership members can use in planning their 
partnership. These include: 
Guidebook,
survey, 
exercises; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
all phases 
 A series of seven open-ended questions with prompts to help 
collaboration members move from vision to action (p.15). 
 An exercise to help participants become more excited about their 
joint work, ensure that participants share a common vision, and 
help build consensus about collaboration goals. The exercise 
requires 30-45 minutes and involves both small and large group 
interaction. Needed materials include flipcharts and markers, tape, 
notebook paper and pens. (p.21) 
 An exercise to encourage group thinking about community 
problems, assets and barriers to change. The exercise takes about 
30 minutes and needed supplies include colored paper, markers, 
tape, and scratch paper and pens. (p.29) 
 An exercise that helps partners identify the aspects of the 
partnership and its process that either build or hinder trust. (p.65) 
 A template that can be used to identify the resources and contact 
people for all relevant community agencies. The template can be 
used to help monitor partnership resources. (p.69) 
 A template for a network chart that can be used to document and/or 
track collaboration resources. It contains a matrix that a respondent 
would use to indicate whether they (or their organization) would be 
willing to volunteer, donate, or sell a series of different services 
and goods needed by the partnership. (p. 83) 
Framework components measured: Partnership impetus, functioning, 
resources. 
Uses: The tools described above are designed to help users during the planning 
phase, but can be used throughout the duration of the partnership. The results of 
the exercises should be an action plan for the partnership based on improved 
information about the community and community resources.  
Source: SRI International. (2000). We Did It Ourselves: A Guidebook To 
 A self-assessment template that includes 8 statements for 
respondents to rate in importance, and to provide examples of 
specific actions that reflect the truth of the statement. (p.72)  
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Health Foundation, Sacramento, CA. Pages 227-232. 
#8 
Tool type: 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 1 
Title: Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire for Teams (MLQT)
Organization/Author: Bass and Avolio 
Instrument Description: The MLQT is a short, but comprehensive survey of 50 
items that measures a full range of leadership styles. This instrument 
complements the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) used in feedback 
for individual leaders. The tool provides feedback to the whole team about how 
its members see the group performing leadership functions. 
Framework components measured: Partnership characteristics—
transformational leadership 
Sources: Bass, B. M. and Avolio, B. J. (1997). Full Range Leadership 
Development: Manual for the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire. Palo Alto, 
California: Mindgarden.  
Avolio, B. J., and Bass, B. M. (2002). Manual for the Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire (Form 5X). Redwood City, CA: Mindgarden. 
For more information, see: 
http://www.mindgarden.com/Documents/MLQ%20Brochure.doc
#9 
Tool type: 
Survey, 12 
items; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 1 and 
2  
Title: Organizational Commitment Questionnaire 
Organization/Author: R.T. Mowday and colleagues
Instrument Description: Contains 15 items with a seven-point Likert scale 
designed to assess how committed one is to organization. 
Framework components measured:  
Partner member characteristics such as commitment. Can be used to measure 
partner member’s feelings about his/her organization and can be modified for 
use to assess commitment to partnership effort. 
Uses: To measure an individual’s commitment to his/her agency. 
Source: Mowday, R.T., Steers, R.M., & Porter, L.W. (1979). The Measurement 
of Organizational Commitment. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 14, 224-227
Uses: Responses from the MLQT are gathered from each team member and the 
results are aggregated for the whole group. These are then reported in a 
comprehensive Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire for Teams Report. 
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Tool type: 
Survey, 33 
items; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 1, 2 
and 4 
Title: Inter-organizational Network Survey 
Organization/Author: Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, Integrated Health 
Outreach Projects Evaluation
Instrument Description: The survey requires about 15 minutes to complete 
and contains 33 questions about problems in the community, respondent 
knowledge about factors that contribute to community problems, the focus of 
the respondent’s organization, and demographic questions. In addition to the 
questions about leadership and organizational support, there is a matrix for 
tracking relationships between organizations. Specifically, for each organization 
in the partnership, the respondent would indicate how often that organization 
shared information, jointly planned or coordinated activities, shared tangible 
resources. For organizations that did involve sharing there were additional 
questions about whether there was a formal agreement or memorandum of 
understanding.  
Framework components measured: Partnership impetus, activities. 
Uses: The tool collects information about potential partnership resources and 
can inform the decision about whether to form or maintain a partnership. This 
matrix could be useful is tracking changes in interagency relationships over 
time.  
Source: Community Health Development Program School of Rural Public 
Health, Texas A&M University Health Science Center, 1103 University Dr., 
Suite 100, College Station, TX 77840, www.srph.tamu.edu
#11 
Tool type: 
Survey; 
40 items; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 1 and 
Phase 2 
Title: Working Together: A Profile of Collaboration 
Organization/Author: Laurie Larson, Omni Institute  
Instrument Description: A booklet designed to gather information about a 
range of collaborative issues from which a profile of the partnership can be 
developed. Issues covered include: 
 The impetus for the partnership (e.g., the time was right); 
 The structure of the partnership (e.g., decision-making and member 
roles)
 Partnership members 
 Partnership results. 
Framework components measured: Partnership impetus; partner 
characteristics; partnership characteristics; activities-partnership process; 
Immediate outcomes 
 The collaborative process 
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membership and planning for sustainability.  
Source: Omni Institute, 899 Logan Street, Suite 600, Denver, CO 80203. Phone: 
(303) 893-9422. Additional information can be found in: Chrislip, D.D, & 
Larson, C.E. (1994). Collaborative Leadership: How Citizens and Civic Leaders 
can Make a Difference Josey-Bass.
#12 
Tool type: 
Matrix; 
Expandable;
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 1, 2 
and 4 
Title: Consultation Opportunity List
Organization/Author: The Department of Human Services (DHS) 
Instrument Description: The list is a matrix that users would use to create a list 
of consultants and consultative organizations that could be useful to the 
partnership. The matrix asks for the name and organization type of the entity 
being listed, contact information, a code to indicate the history of contact with 
the user and the level of “readiness” related to the problem the partnership is 
addressing. There is space for any notes or additional comments the user may 
want to record. The matrix can be expanded as needed. 
Framework components measured: Partnership impetus and partnership 
capacity 
Uses: This matrix can be used to track the historical contact and readiness of 
collaboration members. This list could be used to track changes overtime in 
collaboration participation and can supply information about horizontal 
connections 
Source: http://www.prevention.org/BSAP.htm
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This phase begins once two or more organizations have decided that they will work in
partnership to solve a community problem. Areas for measurement during this phase include 
partnership processes, partnership member perceptions, stability of activity, and use of resources. 
The tools listed in this section focus on defining and tracking partnership activities and 
procedures. But, there is a close link between the tracking of partnership activities (i.e., outputs) 
and the immediate outcomes of partnership functioning and capacity. Therefore, many of the 
tools listed in this section could also be helpful during Phase 3.  
#13 
Tool type: 
Survey; 
5 com-
ponents, 94 
items; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 2  
Title: Community Coalition Activity Survey 
Organization/Author: University of Wisconsin-Extension 
Instrument Description: This survey is designed for use by partnership 
members. This self-administered survey contains five sections. Under 
each section are a series of relevant activities that a respondent may or 
may not have conducted. Response is indicated by a check mark.  
 Coalition development and management. 
 Eliminate Exposure to Secondhand Smoke—this section is 
a list of partnership activities related to one of their goals. 
The title and specific activities listed would need to be 
adapted to reflect the priorities of the user. 
 Reduce Youth Tobacco Use—this section is a list of 
partnership activities related to one of their goals. The title 
and specific activities listed would need to be adapted to 
reflect the priorities of the user. 
 Promote Quitting among Youth and Adults this section is a 
list of partnership activities related to one of their goals. 
The title and specific activities listed would need to be 
adapted to reflect the priorities of the user. 
 Other activities. 
Framework components measured: Activities, immediate outcomes 
related to partnership functioning 
Uses: To track activities completed by partnership. Could also be used to 
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can use the information to determine the number of members that are 
working on the various partnership activities and the distribution of effort 
by partnership goal. The information can be used to assess the allocation 
of human resources.  
Tool would have to be modified for use by different partnerships. 
Source: Barbara Hill, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Monitoring and 
Evaluation Program, 502 North Walnut Street, Madison Wisconsin 
53726-2335 
#14 
Tool type: 
Matrix; 
11 
components; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 2 and 
3 
Title: Effective Collaboration-Roles That Make it Work 
Organization/Author: Regina B. Richards for CCC/SP  
Framework components measured: Immediate outcome-Partnership 
functioning 
Uses: Using this tool as a guide, partners can examine the processes in 
their own meetings and use the information to make changes , if needed.  
Source: http://hsfo.ucdavis.edu/download/Effective_Collaboration.pdf 
#15 
Tool type: 
Performance 
indicators; 
2 sets; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 2 and 
Phase 3 
Title: Evaluation Guidebook, for Programs Funded by S.T.O.P Formula 
Grants; Chapter 10
Organization/Author: The Urban Institute 
Instrument Description: In chapter 10 there are two tables that contain 
performance indicators that partnerships can use to track their 
effectiveness in creating a stable community response and whether they 
are meeting their outcomes with regard to creating a stable system. 
Indicators related to stability of community response include the 
presence of new partners, achievement of diversity of members, and 
active engagement of partnership members. Measures of stability of the 
system include frequency of positive communication among members, 
creation of informal communication networks, and creation of a written 
mission statement. 
Instrument Description: The tool consists of a matrix covering 11 
components of productive partnership meetings. Components include 
acknowledging and resolving conflict, making decisions, holding each 
other to commitments, and facilitation. For each component discussed 
the matrix offers a way to tell if the component is being administered 
effectively, and the qualities that are required to accomplish that 
component.  
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partnership functioning, partnership capacity 
Uses:. This performance indicators presented can be used by partnerships 
to measure progress toward the development of a viable, productive 
partnership.   
Source: Urban Institute, Author(s): Martha R. Burt, Adele V. Harrell, 
Lisa C. Newmark, Laudan Y. Aron, and Lisa K. Jacobs 
http://www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=407365
#16 
Tool type: 
Matrix; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 2 and 
Phase 3 
Title: Reclaiming Futures Youth Services Network Survey 
Organization/Author: The Urban Institute 
Instrument Description: This three question survey gathers information 
about the level of interaction between a list of people/organizations and 
the respondent over the past six months and the level of helpfulness of 
those contacts. 
Framework components measured: Immediate outcomes-partnership 
functioning 
Uses: This matrix will provide partnership leaders information about 
member participation that can be used to determine level and type of 
partner involvement and whether there are imbalances in partner activity. 
Source: The Urban Institute, 2004. Youth Services Network Survey. 
National Evaluation of Reclaiming Futures, a project of the Robert Wood 
Johnson Foundation. Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute, Justice Policy 
Center. 
TOOLS FOR PHASE 3—GOAL ACHIEVEMENT AND MAINTENANCE 
During this phase partnerships should start to realize their intended outcomes. Outcomes 
include immediate results such as stability and effectiveness of the partnership as well as 
intermediate outcomes such as reductions n crime or improvements in the community. Because 
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tools described here focus on the immediate outcomes of partnership capacity and functioning.  
#17 
Tool type: 
Survey; 
19 items; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 2 and 
Phase 3 
Title: Survey of Collaborative Members-Spring 1999 
Organization/Author: SRI International supported by the Sierra Health 
Foundation  
Instrument Description: This survey contains 19 questions including 3 
detailed matrixes that include sub-questions. The length of each matrix 
would vary based on the issues and objectives of the user. Questions 
cover he following topics:  
 The respondent’s participation in, and opinion of, the 
collaboration; 
 The perspectives that are represented by the partnership. 
For example, substance abuse prevention, business, 
parental, and law enforcement perspectives. Twenty-seven 
perspectives are included with an additional space for 
respondents to add others. The list can be modified to fit the 
needs of a partnership 
 How respondents characterize the way the partnership is 
changing the community through measuring their 
agreement, or disagreement, with a series of 26 statements. 
There are an additional six questions that gauge the extent 
and nature of any change the partnership has effected.  
Framework components measured: Immediate outcomes; Intermediate 
outcomes-community-related 
Uses:. The survey will help users track changes in partnership members 
perspectives and understanding of the problem being addressed as well 
as changed in the community. The data will be qualitative in nature, and 
would point out areas for further, qualitative evaluation.  
Source: SRI International. (2000). Survey of Collaborative Members-
Spring 1999. We Did It Ourselves: An Evaluation Guidebook. Sierra 
Health Foundation, Sacramento, CA. Pages 227-232. 
Available to order: http://www.cphconline.org/tools/guide.html
(Community Partnerships for Healthy Children, Sierra Health 
Foundation)
The survey concludes with four basic demographic questions. 
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Tool type: 
Survey; 
12 items; 
Interviewer-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 3 
Title: Sense of Community Index 
Organization/Author: David Chavis, Association for Study of 
Community 
Framework components measured: Partnership members orientation, 
partnership characteristics: horizontal integration, intermediate 
outcomes-community-related 
Uses:. The survey will provide information about the community 
capacity outcomes important to many community justice partnerships. 
Specifically, it will offer information about community members 
attachment and opinions about the community unit (e.g., block, school, 
neighborhood) asked about.  
Source:. David M. Chavis, Ph.D., Association for the Study and
Development of Community, 12522 Hialeah Way, Gaithersburg, MD 
20878, 301.519.0722. 
http://www.capablecommunity.com/pubs/SCIndex.PDF
#19 
Tool type: 
Matrix; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 2 and 
Phase 3 
Title: The Goodness of Collaboration: All participant survey 
Organization/Author: Philliber Research Associates 
Instrument Description: It is a 6-page survey designed for self-
administration by partnership members. It gathers information about why 
members joined the partnership, how the partnership functions (e.g., 
meeting frequency), and barriers to the success of the partnership.  
Framework components measured: Immediate outcomes-partnership 
functioning, partnership capacity 
Uses:. The survey will provide information about how and why members 
joined the partnership and their opinions about its functioning. It will 
offer short-term outcome information about the perceived health of the 
partnership.  
Source:. The Goodness of Collaboration. Philliber Research Associates, 
16 Main Street, Accord, NY, 12404. (845) 626-2126. [$10 fee] 
Instrument Description: This 12-item survey includes instructions for 
administration and suggestions for adaptation to local situations. It was 
developed using the urban block as the referent for determining one's sense 
of community. It can be adapted to study school, or other type of
“community” unit in place of block. Suggestions for adaptation are included. 
This instrument is designed for in-person interviewing, but could be adapted 
for self-administration.
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Tool type: 
Survey; 
59 items; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 2 and 
Phase 3 
Title: Local Collaborative Assessment of Capacity 
Organization/Author: The College of Human Development and 
Community Service of the California State University-Fullerton
Instrument Description: The tool contains 59 statements to which 
respondents agree or disagree using a 5-point scale. It covers the topics 
of: 
 Governance and accountability (e.g., is there an agreed 
upon agenda for the partnership, and is there outreach to the 
community to ensure that the group is representative of the 
community) 
 Outcomes (e.g., there is agreement on partnership goals and 
outcome measures, there is data on target populations) 
 Financing (e.g., is there a detailed budget analysis that 
allows for future planning, is there a multi-year revenue 
strategy) 
 Mobilizing nonfinancial resources (e.g., Is there a plan for 
mobilizing nonfinancial resources) 
 Community and parent ownership (e.g., is there a way to 
gain feedback from community members) 
 Staff and Leadership Development (e.g., is there leadership 
support and staff training) 
 Program strategies (e.g., Are there jointly sponsored 
programs, do programs touch on more than one need area) 
 Policy agenda and development (e.g., has the partnership 
worked with State legislators with regard to the State 
policies they support) 
 Addressing equity (e.g., Is there a plan to disaggregate 
information to measure the impact of actions on different 
populations in the community?) 
Framework components measured: Immediate outcomes—Partnership 
capacity 
Uses: To measure various aspects of the partnership to inform its 
leadership about its developmental stage and areas for change. It will 
provide information about the short-term outcomes of partnership 
 Interorganizational coherence (e.g., do they have methods 
for sharing information with other partnerships) 
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Source: http://hdcs.fullerton.edu/tools.htm
#21 
Tool type: 
survey; 
22 items; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 2 and 
Phase 3 
Title: Characteristics of Tobacco Control Coalitions Survey-2002 
Organization/Author: University of Wisconsin-Extension 
Instrument Description: This self-administered survey contains 22 
questions about: 
 Coalition operations and staffing (e.g., staff turnover, 
funding levels and sources) 
 Level of development/formality of structure (e.g., presence 
of a newsletter, written mission statement, number of 
partners) 
 Member participation (e.g., diversity of members, stability 
of member participation)
 Community outcome (e.g., perceived responsibility for 
listed community changes) 
 Resources (e.g., types of financial and other resources and 
state of need)  
Framework components measured: partnership characteristics such as 
formality of structure and resources; immediate outcomes-partnership 
capacity; long-term outcomes (success in changing public policies) 
Uses: Tool covers a wide range of uses, but can be used to measure level 
of partnership capacity and gain some insight into partnership 
responsibility for community outcomes.  
Source: Barbara Hill, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Monitoring and 
Evaluation Program, 502 North Walnut Street, Madison Wisconsin 
53726-2335
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The key concept related to Phase 4 is sustainability. By Phase 4, partnerships should already be 
thinking about what is needed to maintain the partnership into the future, if that is a goal of the 
partnership. Most community justice demonstration programs funded by the federal government 
are designed to incorporate elements that will lead to sustainability or institutionalization in the 
community. Demonstration funds provide the resources to build the community capacity for 
sustainability. In many cases, sustainability goals may be incorporated in Phase I of a 
partnership, although in reality, program goals often will come first, followed by activities 
related to sustainability once key programmatic goals have been achieved.  
In some ways, Phase 4 is similar to the first phase. Specifically, partners must review 
their assessment of the problem to be addressed as well as their approach. In Phase 1 the 
assessment was to determine whether partnership was feasible and advisable, in this phase the 
(re)assessment is to determine whether a partnership remains feasible and advisable. With 
respect to planning, in Phase 1 the focus is on partnership development and creation. In Phase 4, 
the planning focus is on maintenance and revision, or possible dissolution of the partnership.  
#22 
Tool type: 
Checklist; 
11 
components; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 4 
Title: Evaluation’s Role in Supporting Initiative Sustainability 
Organization/Author: Heather Weiss, Julia Coffman and Marielle 
Bohan-Baker 
Instrument Description: There are two checklists that might be use for 
collaborations as they think about sustainability. Specifically these are: 
• A list of ways to build sustainability that partnerships can 
compare themselves against to guide their sustainability work.
There are twelve categories divided into three phases: Strategic 
analysis, Strategic planning, and strategic management. 
• A table listing ways to operationalize sustainability. Specifically, 
in the left column are four different areas for sustainability focus 
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Uses: Partnership leaders can use the checklists to determine areas of 
strength and weakness with regard to partnership sustainability. They 
can use the information to help them make informed plans for 
sustainability.  
Source: Based on Harvard Family Research Project's (HFRP) broad 
spectrum of experience in the past two decades with foundation 
initiatives. 
http://www.gse.harvard.edu/hfrp/pubs/onlinepubs/sustainability/
#23 
Tool type: 
Survey; 
15 items with 
multiple 
levels; 
Self-
administered, 
mail survey
Relevant for 
Phase 4 
Title: Level of Institutionalization (LOIN) Scales for Health Promotion 
Programs
Organization/Author: R.M. Goodman, K.R McLeroy, A. Steckler, & 
R.H. Hoyle
Framework components measured: Reassessment and sustainability 
Uses: Data from this instrument offers users a detailed assessment of 
where they are in terms of institutionalizing their partnership. This can 
help partnership leaders decide whether to continue the partnership as it 
is. Specifically, as the activities of a partnership become
institutionalized, there is reduced incentive to continue the partnership as 
a stand-alone entity. If the goal of the leaders is to ultimately 
institutionalize the partnership, this tool can point out areas for further 
attention. 
Source: Goodman, R. M., PhD, McLeroy, K. R., PhD, Steckler, A. B., 
DrPH, & Hoyle, R. H., PhD. (1993, Summer). Perspective: 
Development of Level of Institutionalization Scales for Health 
Promotion Programs. Health Education Quarterly, 20(2), 161-178  
(organizational, ideas, relationships, outcomes) and n the right 
column are indicators that could be used to determine if the 
sustainability focus is being operationalized (e.g., are grantees 
making an effort to obtain additional funding, has the 
collaboration been active over time, and has there been a 
continued involvement of people over time.)
Instrument Description: The scale is a seven-page mail survey that 
contains questions about whether goals implementation plans are in 
writing; whether there are dedicated staff with specific responsibility for 
the program; and whether the program is considered to be a pilot or
permanent program. 
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#24 
Tool type: 
Survey; 
23 items; 
Self-
administered 
Relevant for 
Phase 4 
Title: Community Organizational Assessment Tool
Organization/Author: Adapted by Robert Bright, from materials form
the Citizen’s Involvement Training Program and the Family Community 
Leadership.
Instrument Description: The self-administered survey contains 23 
questions about partnership functioning. It is designed to provide data 
for partnership leaders to help guide decisions about partnership 
functioning. Question cover the following topics: 
 Partnership mission, purpose and goals 
 Organizational structure and assessment 
 Participation of the Board and membership  
 Group relations 
 Leadership effectiveness 
 Fiscal resources 
 Community networking 
Framework components measured: Reassessment 
Uses: The information can be used as part of a reassessment of 
partnership functioning and potential sustainability.  
Source: Robert Bright, Community Development Specialist, University 
of Wisconsin-Extension, Family Living Programs.
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TOOL NAME 
Impetus 
Partnership Partnership
Characteristics  Goals  Activities 
Immediate 
Outcomes 
Intermed. 
Outcomes 
Long-term 
Outcomes 
Community 
vision, 
information
channels 
Individual
leadership 
ability; 
leadership 
resources 
Ade-
quacy 
of goals 
Adequacy of 
activities 
Community 
capacity and 
engagement
Individual
leadership skills; 
Member
organizations’ 
roles 
Vertical and 
horizontal
integration
Discusses  key 
characteristics of 
partnerships 
Defin-
ition of 
goals
Community 
and member
capacity 
(knowledge of
community 
and issue)
Partnership 
vision, 
mission, and 
purpose 
Partner resources  Partnership funding 
Tools to think
about what the 
partnership
should and can 
do 
Basic 
partnership
functioning
Members 
1. The Civic Index
2. The Plan 
Quality Index 
3. Emerging 
Leadership 
Practices
4. Handbook on 
Coalition Building
5. Community Key 
Leader Survey
6. Strengthening 
Partnerships: 
Community School 
Assessment 
Checklist 
7. We Did It 
Ourselves: A 
Guide Book to
Improve the Well-
Being of Children 
Through
Community 
Development.
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TOOL NAME 
Impetus 
Partnership Partnership
Characteristics  Goals  Activities 
Immediate 
Outcomes 
Intermed. 
Outcomes 
Long-term 
Outcomes 
Transformational
leadership 
Transformational
leadership; overall 
level of 
commitment to 
partnership 
Community 
problems
Vertical  and 
horizontal
integration-
collaboration
Activity 
tracking and
assignment 
Community 
problems
Community 
context
Organizational
structure, 
orientation 
Member roles (lead 
agency 
type/leadership, 
integration) and
processes (conflict 
transformation); 
resources 
Partnership 
functioning
Readiness  Partnership 
resources 
Activity 
tracking
Partnership 
functioning
Members 
8. Multifactor
Leadership 
Questionnaire for 
Teams 
9. Organizational 
Commitment 
Questionnaire 
10. Inter-
organizational 
Network Survey
11. Working 
Together: A 
Profile of 
Collaboration
12. Consultation 
Opportunity List
13. Community 
Coalition Activity 
Survey
14. Effective 
Collaboration-
Roles that make it 
work
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TOOL NAME 
Impetus 
Partnership Partnership
Characteristics  Goals  Activities 
Immediate 
Outcomes 
Intermed. 
Outcomes 
Long-term 
Outcomes 
Partnership 
capacity-Diversity, 
stability (structural 
complexity, 
integration) 
Assessment 
of activity 
level 
Partnership 
functioning
Long-term
systems 
change 
outcomes for
reducing
domestic
violence 
Vertical  and 
horizontal
integration
Partnership 
functioning
Partnership 
functioning
Change in
community 
due to 
partnership 
18. Sense of 
Community Index 
Orientation, 
commitment 
Horizontal 
integration
Community 
outcomes 
Barriers to 
partnership success 
(conflict 
transformation) 
Partnership 
functioning
20. Local
Collaborative
Assessment of
Capacity 
Resources  Partnership 
functioning
21. Characteristics 
of Tobacco 
Control Coalitions 
Survey-2002 
Diversity of
membership
Formality of
partnership
structure, resources 
Partnership 
functioning
Success in 
achieving 
change in
public
policies  
Members 
15. Evaluation 
Guidebook, for 
Programs Funded 
by S.T.O.P 
Formula Grants; 
Chapter 10 
16. Reclaiming
Futures Youth 
Service Network 
Analysis Survey 
17. Survey of 
Collaborative
Members-Spring 
1999 
19. The Goodness 
of Collaboration: 
All participant 
survey 
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Table 6-1. Listing of Tools by Framework Component and Dimension, In Order of Chapter Discussion
TOOL NAME 
Impetus 
Partnership Partnership
Characteristics  Goals  Activities 
Immediate 
Outcomes 
Intermed. 
Outcomes 
Long-term 
Outcomes 
Ways  to
measure 
partnership
functioning
Partnership 
functioning-
sustainability 
Institutionaliz
ation of
successful 
partnership
components 
Members 
22. Evaluation’s 
Role in Supporting 
Initiative 
Sustainability
23. Level of 
Institutionalization 
(LOIN) Scales for 
Health Promotion 
Programs 
24. Community 
Organizational 
Assessment Tool 
Resources  Partnership 
functioning-is 
it functioning
adequately to
continue?
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 Developing New Research Hypotheses  
SUMMARY 
The preceding chapters summarized the key concepts and measures related to assessing and 
evaluating community justice partnerships. This report was based on a study designed to test a 
conceptual framework of partnership functioning developed in an earlier study. Researchers 
conducted five cases studies of “successful partnerships,” synthesized the findings, and revised 
the initial framework with the advice of an expert panel, convened in the Spring, 2004, that was 
comprised of researchers and practitioners with knowledge of partnership functioning and 
evaluation.  
The revised conceptual framework, as depicted in Figure 1-2 in chapter 1, emphasizes 
that partnerships are dynamic entities that move and evolve through stages where the 
relationships between components and variables are constantly changing. The framework can be 
applied at all stages of partnerships in that it can guide researchers and practitioners to examine 
framework dimensions at different periods of time throughout the life of the partnership. 
As the use of cross-agency partnerships to address complex social issues, such as crime 
and delinquency, becomes more prevalent, so does the need to measure their effectiveness. We 
have created a framework to serve as a guide to measurement in hope of advancing the field of 
study on criminal justice partnerships. Program evaluators and collaborative research partners 
can utilize the framework to describe and assess levels of partnership capacity and engage 
stakeholders in the dynamic process of formative evaluation. At the partnership development 
stage, the information generated from assessment of partnership capacity can help leaders, 
partner members, and other stakeholders make informed decisions to guide goals, tasks and 
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as the partnership is developing, its members will be able to capture and understand any increase 
in partnership capacity over time and will be able to reflect on whether efforts to further increase 
capacity had desired intermediate and long-term impacts on preventing crime or improving 
quality of life outcomes.  
In addition to assisting with formative evaluation and outcome analysis, the framework 
can act as guide to developing larger guiding hypotheses about partnership functioning and 
success. The sections below present suggested hypotheses that we believe merit testing by 
research in the future.  
RESEARCH HYPOTHESES ON PARTNERSHIP FUNCTIONING AND SUCCESS 
We set forth a number of hypotheses related to various framework components and sub-
dimensions. In addition, we present hypotheses related to the concept of sustainability. 
Impetus for the Partnership 
 H1: Partnerships that arise internally from the community level—(e.g., because of the 
determination of a well-known community-based agency) will be more likely to engender 
community trust, gather appropriate resources, and in turn, succeed in accomplishing 
partnership objectives than partnerships that arise through external or extra-local pressure 
or incentives. 
Partner Members 
 H2: Partnerships that are comprised of partner members that have histories of 
successfully collaborating with the same organizational entities within new partnership 
structures will have greater chances for success than new partnerships comprised of new 
partner members who are unfamiliar with each other. For organizations that have 
previously collaborated successfully, levels of trust most likely will be higher, and the 
strategic process of problem solving among these organizations may be facilitated. We
believe that having histories of collaborative relationships will enable partnerships to 
achieve intermediate and long-term outcomes at a faster rate. 
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 H3: Partnerships that utilize nongovernment agencies as intermediaries will be more 
likely to achieve success than partnerships that do not utilize an intermediary or use a 
government agency as the intermediary.  
 H4: Partnerships (or leadership) that utilize a formal process of partnership planning, 
such as delineation of a clear mission statement, written roles and responsibilities, 
utilization of memoranda of understanding (MOUs), development of strategic planning 
documents and timelines with built in formative feedback, conduct of focus groups or 
community assessments of readiness will have high levels of partnership functioning, and 
ultimately, be more likely to achieve long-term outcomes.  
Similarly, the stronger the strategic plans—and the more realistic the expectations are for 
success—the more likely the partnership will achieve outcomes. The utilization of
outside researchers to “rate” plans (e.g., using the Plan Quality Index or other rating 
procedures) and to provide feedback, may significantly facilitate the development of 
stronger plans. 
 H5: Transformational leadership can ensure successful partnership functioning. Research 
indicates that transformation leadership has a number of dimensions. The more likely a 
leader is to exhibit these “dimensions,” the more likely the partnership will succeed in 
achieving intermediate and long-term outcomes.  
 H6: Partnerships that can transform conflicts into partnership capacity will be more 
successful in achieving both immediate and long-term outcomes than partnerships that 
are unable to transform conflicts. 
Partnership Characteristics—Horizontal and Vertical Integration  
 H7: Partnerships that are vertically integrated—where community agencies are equal 
partners with government agencies—will be more likely to sustain longer-term goals than 
partnerships where there is little vertical integration. Increasing the number of community 
agencies and residents involved in the partnership will increase the levels of success 
achieved. Individual residents, as well as representatives from community-based 
organizations in the target area should be included as members of high-level planning and 
operating committees (e.g., Steering Committee, or planning bodies). 
Similarly, increases in horizontal integration—often related to community networking  
and sharing of resources—will provide a successful platform from which long-term
outcomes of crime reduction can be achieved. 
 H8: Partnerships that have the goal of achieving change at the individual-level could 
benefit by establishing centrally-located facilities in the target neighborhood that are 
utilized regularly by the partnership service provision team. A community-based facility 
that is co-located—serving as a one stop shop for a variety of services—facilitates the 
building of trust among partners and with the local community, eases communication 
lines, facilitates service delivery, and resource sharing. 
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Empirical research has been uneven regarding how community justice initiatives function in 
various contexts, in part because the collection of data has not been systematic and there are few 
rigorous comparative studies of initiatives taking place under varied contexts. In addition, the 
rigorous multi-site evaluations that exist too often have such flexibility of program models that it 
is impossible to conclude how community environments influenced outcomes. After 
synthesizing the experiences of the five partnerships studied, we provide two hypotheses related 
to contextual conditions: 
 H9: Community context will not negatively impact partnerships that have strong, 
transformational leaders who devote time and energy to developing the capacity of 
partner member organizations. Similarly, the utilization of a strong independent 
intermediary organization as partnership leader can help overcome negative community 
consequences such as state budget cuts or high partner member turnover. 
 H10: The more structurally complex the partnership (i.e., greater number of partner 
members across diverse agencies and sectors), the more likely that community contextual 
conditions will negatively influence the partnership. Small partnerships committed to the 
partnership mission, rather than large initiatives, may have the greatest chance of 
overcoming negative community influences and reducing crime (however these 
partnerships may be less likely to improve quality of life). 
SUSTAINABILITY
Sustainability can take the shape of (a) sustainability of the partnership body, and (b) 
sustainability of programs and projects that were a result of the partnership. Partner members 
should have a clear vision of what sustainability should look like for their partnership. Funding 
certainly can make a difference in whether a partnership and its complementary programs are 
sustained. But besides hypothesizing the obvious related to funding, we believe that, for 
partnerships that have the goal of institutionalization or sustainability, partner members must 
address sustainability during all phases of the partnership, starting with the planning stages. 
Developing the capacity of each partner member to fundraise somewhat independently of the 
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used), and not rely on any “new” or short-term funding, will provide a solid foundation from
which the partnership can continue, or new programs and projects can be implemented with 
success. 
In summary, we reiterate that community justice partnerships are complex entities that
vary tremendously across partnership types and community contexts. Success can be measured 
in many ways, and sustainability or institutionalization of the partnership is not always best for 
the partnership or for the community. First, partnerships and the researchers who study them
must take a step back to systematically assess what is working, why it is working, and under 
what conditions it is working. The conceptual framework developed in this report is only one 
step within a multi-step process moving toward understanding, articulating and measuring 
community justice partnership outcomes. As we stated in our Phase I report, well-constructed 
experimentation is necessary where change can explicitly be modeled, coupled with research 
methods such as case studies, panel studies and rigorous process and impact evaluation that 
provide the ability to achieve the level of knowledge discussed in this report. Indeed, research of 
this nature is costly, but not knowing what works or why something works could cost infinitely 
more. 
   120
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.References 
Bandura, A. 1977. Social Learning Theory. New York: Prentice Hall.  
Bass, B. M. 1990. Bass and Stogdill's Handbook of Leadership: New York: Free Press. 
———. 1985. Leadership and Performance Beyond Expectations. New York: Free Press.  
Bass, B. M., and B. J. Avolio. 1995. “Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire.” California: Mind 
Garden. 
Bazemore, Gordon. 2000. “Community Justice and a Vision of Collective Efficacy: The Case of 
Restorative Conferencing.” In Policies, Processes, and Decisions of the Criminal Justice 
System; Criminal Justice 2000, edited by Julie Horney (225–97). V3. NCJ-182410. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice 
Bazemore, Gordon, and Kay Pranis. 1997. “Restorative Justice: Hazards Along the Way.” 
Corrections Today (December), pp. 84-128. 
Bennett, Susan F. 1995, 1998. “Community Organizations and Crime.” Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science, 539, May. Reprinted in David R. Karp (ed.)
Community Justice: An Emerging Field. (1998). Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield 
Publishers, Inc. 
Briggs, Xavier de Souza, Elizabeth J. Mueller, and Mercer Sullivan. 1996. From Neighborhood 
to Community: Evidence on the Social Effects of Community Development. New York: New 
School for Social Research, Community Development Research Center.  
Bright, Robert D. 1998. Community Organizational Assessment Tool. Adapted from materials 
prepared by the Citizens Involvement Training Program, University of Massachusetts-
Amherst, and from the Family Community Leadership, Western Rural Development Center.  
Bureau of Justice Assistance. 2001. Comprehensive Communities Program: Program Account.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice. Available: 
http://www.ncjrs.org/pdffiles1/bja/184955.pdf.  
Burns, J. M. 1978. Leadership. New York: Harper. 
Burns, T. and G. Spilka. 1997. The Planning Phase of the Rebuilding Communities Initiative. 
Prepared for the Annie E. Casey Foundation. Philadelphia: The OMG Center for 
Collaborative Learning.  
Bursik, R. J., Jr., and H. G. Grasmick. 1993. Neighborhoods and Crime: The Dimensions of 
Effective Community Control. Lexington Books.  
Burt, M. R., A. V. Harrell, L. C. Newmark, Y. Aron, and L. K. Jacobs. 1997. Evaluation 
Guidebook for Projects Funded by S.T.O.P. Formula Grants Under the Violence Against 
Women Act. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. 
Butterfoss, Frances Dunn, Robert M. Goodman, and Abraham Wandersman. 1996a. 
“Community Coalitions for Prevention and Health Promotion: Factors Predicting 
Satisfaction, Participation, and Planning.” Health Education Quarterly 23 (1), 65-79. 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
   121Butterfoss, Frances Dunn, Robert M. Goodman, and Abraham Wandersman, Robert F. Valois, 
and Matthew Chinman. 1996b. “The Plan Quality Index.” In Empowerment Evaluation: 
Knowledge and Tools for Self-Assessment & Accountability, edited by David M. Fetterman, 
Shakeh J. Kaftarian, and Abraham Wandersman. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Chavis, D. M. 1996. “Evaluation of Community Partnership Program Process.” Paper presented 
at the meeting of Prevention 96 in Dallas, TX. 
———. 2001. “The Paradoxes and Promise of Community Coalitions.” American Journal of 
Community Psychology 29(2): 309–20. 
Chavis, David M., and Abraham Wandersman. 1990. “Sense of Community in the Urban 
Environment: A Catalyst for Participation and Community Development.” American Journal 
of Community Psychology 18(1): 55-81. 
Clear, T. R., and J. B. Cannon. 2002. “Neighborhood Probation Offices in Maricopa County, 
Arizona” In What is Community Justice: Case Studies of Restorative Justice and Community 
Supervision, edited by D. R. Karp and T. R. Clear (37–60). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 
Publications.  
Coldren, James R., Sandra K. Costello, David R. Forde, Janice Roehl, and Dennis P. 
Rosenbaum. 2002. “Partnership, Problem-Solving and Research Integration—Key Elements 
of Success in SACSI: Phase I Findings from the National Assessment of the Strategic
Approaches to Community Safety Initiative.” A SACSI National Assessment Team Research 
Report Submitted to the National Institute of Justice. NCJ 204349.  
Coleman, James S. 1988. “Social Capital and the Creation of Human Capital.” American Journal 
of Sociology 94: 95–120.  
———. 1990. Foundations of Social Theory. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.  
Connell, James P., and Anne C. Kubish. 2001. “Community Approaches to Improving Outcomes 
for Urban Children, Youth, and Families: Current Trends and Future Directions.” In Does It 
Take a Village? Community Effects on Children, Adolescents and Families, edited by Alan 
Booth and Ann C. Crouter (177–203). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc., 
Publishers. 
Connell, James P., J. Lawrence Aber, and Gary Walker. 1995. “How Do Urban Communities 
Affect Youth? Using Social Science Research to Inform the Design and Evaluation of 
Comprehensive Community Initiatives.” In New Approaches to Evaluating Community 
Initiatives: Concepts, Methods, and Contexts, edited by Connell et al. (93–126). Washington, 
DC: The Aspen Institute.  
Coronado Neighborhood Dispatch. 2003. “Become a Residential Member of the Greater 
Coronado Neighborhood Association.” Coronado Neighborhood Dispatch 17 (November): 3. 
Coulton, Claudia J. 1995. “Using Community-Level Indicators of Children's Well-Being in 
Comprehensive Community Initiatives.” In New Approaches to Evaluating Community 
Initiatives: Concepts, Methods, and Contexts, edited by Connell et al. (173–200). 
Washington, DC: The Aspen Institute.  
Decker, Scott H., G. David Curry, Shannan Catalano, Adam Watkins, and Lindsey Green. 2005. 
“Final Report: Strategic Approaches to Community Safety Initiative (SACSI) in St. Louis.” 
   122
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.Final report to the National Institute of Justice. St. Louis, MS: Department of Criminology 
and Criminal Justice, University of Missouri-St. Louis. NCJ 210361. 
Decker, Scott H., and Kimberly Martin. 2005. “Using GIS to Map Gang Membership and 
Activity.” Paper presented at the Eighth Annual National Institute of Justice Crime Mapping 
Research Conference, Savannah, Georgia, September. 
Edelman, M. W. 1987. Families in Peril: An Agenda for Social Change. Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press. 
Edwards, Ruth W., Pamela Jumper-Thurman, Barbara A. Plested, Eugene R. Oetting, and Louis 
Swanson. 2000. “Community Readiness: Research to Practice.” Journal of Community 
Psychology 28(3): 291–307. 
Fawcett, Stephen B. Adrienne Paine-Andrews, Vincent T. Francisco, Jerry A. Schultz, Kimber P. 
Richter, Rhonda K. Lewis, Ella L. Williams, Kari J. Harris, Jannette Y. Berkley, Jacqueline 
L. Fisher, and Christine M. Lopez. 1995. “Using Empowerment Theory in Collaborative 
Partnerships for Community Health and Development.” American Journal of Community 
Psychology 23(5): 677–96. 
Feins, Judith D. 1983. Partnerships for Neighborhood Crime Prevention. Issues and Practices 
Report. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of Justice. 
Ferguson, Carry U. 2002. “Creative Community Policing Initiatives in Columbia, South 
Carolina.” In Policing and Community Partnerships, edited by Dennis J. Stevens. Upper 
Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 
Ferguson, Ronald F. and Sara Stoutland. 1999. “Reconceiving the Community Development 
Field.” In Urban Problems and Community Development, edited by R. F. Ferguson and W. 
T. Dickens (33–57). Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press. 
Foster-Fishman, P. G., S. Berkowitz, D. W. Lounsbury, S. Jacobson, and N. A. Allen. 2001. 
“Building Collaborative Capacity in Community Coalitions: A Review and Integrative 
Framework.” American Journal of Community Psychology 29(2): 241–61. 
Gajda, R. 2004. “Utilizing Collaboration Theory to Evaluate Strategic Alliances.” American 
Journal of Evaluation 25(1): 65–77. 
Glaser, Barney G., and A. L. Strauss. 1967. The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for 
Qualitative Research. Chicago: Aldine Publishing Company 
Goleman, Daniel. 2000. “Leadership That Gets Results.” Harvard Business Review
(March/April): 79–90. 
Goodman, R. M., M. A. Speers, K. McLeroy, S. Fawcett, M. Kegler, E. Parker, S. R. Smith, T. 
D. Sterling, and N. Wallerstein. 1998. “Identifying and Defining the Dimensions of 
Community Capacity to Provide a Basis for Measurement.” Health Education and Behavior
25(3): 258–78. 
Goodman, Robert, Abraham Wandersman, M. Chinman, P. Imm, and E. Morrissey. 1996. “An 
Ecological Assessment of Community-Based Interventions for Prevention and Health 
Promotion: Approaches to Measuring Community Coalitions.” American Journal of 
Community Psychology 24(1): 33–61. 
   123
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.Goodman, Robert, and Abraham Wandersman. 1996. “Community Key Leader Survey.” 
http://www.secapt.org/science1crsurvey.html. 
Goodman, R. M., F. C. Wheeler, and P. R. Lee. 1995. “Evaluation of the Heart to Heart Project: 
Lessons from a Community-Based Chronic Disease Prevention Project.” American Journal 
of Health Promotion 9: 443–55. 
Harrell, Adele, with Martha Burt, Harry Hatry, Shelli Rossman, Jeffrey Roth, and William Sabol. 
1996. Evaluation Strategies for Human Services Programs: A Guide for Policymakers and 
Providers. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. 
Hartstone, Eliot C., and Dorinda M. Richitelli. 2003. “A Final Assessment of the Strategic 
Approaches to Community Safety Initiative in New Haven.” Farmington, CT: Spectrum 
Associates.  
Hendrix, Pamela Nicole, Jennifer Ingraham, and Dennis P. Rosenbaum. 2000. “Understanding 
Partnerships in SACSI: Preliminary Network Analysis and Survey Results.” Paper presented 
at the Annual American Society of Criminology Meetings.  
Hickman, Gill Robinson. 1997. “Transforming Organizations to Transform Society.” In KLSP: 
Transformational Leadership, Working Papers. Academy of Leadership Press. 
House, R. J. 1977. “A 1976 Theory of Charismatic Leadership.” In Leadership: The Cutting 
Edge, edited by J. G. Hunt and L. L. Larson, (189-207). Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois 
University Press. 
Housing Authority of the City of Fort Myers, Florida. 1997. “Public Housing Drug Elimination 
Grant Application.” Grant Application, Office of Public Housing, Coral Gables, Florida. 
Aug. 8, 1997. 
Hunter, Albert. 1978. “Persistence of Local Sentiments in Mass Society.” In Handbook of 
Contemporary Urban Life, edited by D. Street (741–60). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.  
Hunter, Albert, and Suzanne Staggenborg. 1988. “Local Communities and Organized Action.” In 
Community Organizations: Studies in Resource Mobilization and Exchange, edited by Carl 
Milofsky (243–80). New York: Oxford University Press. 
Janowitz, Morris. 1951. The Community Press in an Urban Settings. Glencoe, IL: Free Press. 
Karp, David R., and Todd R. Clear. 2000. “Community Justice: A Conceptual Framework.” In 
Boundary Changes in Criminal Justice Organizations; Criminal Justice 2000, vol. 2, edited 
by Charles M. Friel (323–68).  NCJ-182409. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice. 
———, eds. 2002. Community Justice: Case Studies of Restorative Justice and Community 
Supervision. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Kelling, George L., Sandra K. Costello, Mona Hochberg, Ann Marie Rocheleau, Dennis P. 
Rosenbaum, Jeffrey A. Roth, Wesley G. Skogan, and William Sousa. 1997. “Preliminary 
Cross-Site Analysis of the Bureau of Justice Assistance Comprehensive Communities 
Program.” Botec Analysis Corporation: Cambridge, MA. 
Kennedy, David M. 1994. Showcase and Sandtown: In Search of Neighborhood Revitalization. 
Issues and Practices report prepared for the National Institute of Justice. 
   124
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.Keyes, Langley. 1992. Strategies and Saints: Fighting Drugs in Subsidized Housing. 
Washington, DC: Urban Institute.  
Klofas, John. 2006. “Chronic Violent Offender Lists: A PSN Strategy For Reducing Gun 
Violence.” Paper presented at the annual meetings of the Academy of Criminal Justice 
Sciences, Baltimore, MD, March.  
Kotter, J. P. 1990. A Force for Change: How Leadership Differs from Management. New York: 
Free Press.  
Kubisch, Anne C., Prudence Brown, Robert Chaskin, Janice Hirota, Mark Joseph, Harold 
Richman, and Michelle Roberts. 1999. Voices from the Field: Learning from the Early Work 
of Comprehensive Community Initiatives. New York, NY: The Aspen Institute. 
http://www.aspenroundtable.org/voices/ack.htm.
Lederach, John Paul. 1997. Building Peace: Sustainable Reconciliation in Divided Societies. 
Washington, DC: Endowment of the United States Institute of Peace. 
Miles, Matthew B. and A.M. Huberman. 1994. Qualitative Data Analysis, 2nd ed., Thousand 
Oaks: Sage.  
Milofsky, Carl. 1988. “Networks, Markets, Culture, and Contracts: Understanding Community 
Organizations.” In Community Organizations: Studies in Resource Mobilization and 
Exchange, edited by Carl Milofsky (1–15). New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 
Mizrahi, T., and B. B. Rosenthal. 1993. “Managing Dynamic Tensions in Social Change 
Coalitions.” In Community and Social Administration: Advances, Trends and Emerging 
Principles, edited by T. Mizrahi and J. Morrison, (11-40). Binghamton, NY: Haworth Press. 
Moore, Gretchen E., and Jeffrey A. Roth. 2001. Comparative Analysis of Team Networks in 
Maryland's HotSpot Communities Initiative. Draft Report to the National Institute of Justice. 
Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. 
Moore, Mark H. 1999. “Security and Community Development.” In Urban Problems and 
Community Development, edited by R. F. Ferguson and W. T. Dickens. Washington, DC: 
Brookings Institution Press. 
Mowday, R. T., R. M. Steers, and L. W. Porter. 1979. “The Measurement of Organizational 
Commitment.” Journal of Vocational Behavior 14: 224–27. 
Mulroy, Elizabeth A. 2000. “Starting Small: Strategy and the Evolution of Structure in a 
Community-Based Collaboration.” Journal of Community Practice 8(4): 27–42. 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention [OJJDP]. 2002. “OJJDP Comprehensive 
Gang Model: A Guide to Assessing your Community’s Gang Problem.” Washington, DC:
U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 
Parry, Ken W. 1999. “The Case for Organizational Leadership Audits.” Management 
Development Forum 2(1). http://www.esc.edu/ESConline/Across_WSC/Forumjournal.nsf. 
Perkins, D. D., B. B. Brown, C. Larsen, and G. Brown. 2001. “Psychological Predictors of 
Neighborhood Revitalization: A Sense of Place in a Changing Community.” Paper presented 
at Urban Affairs Association Annual Meetings, Detroit, MI.  
   125
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.Perkins, D. D., P. Florin, R. C. Rich, A. Wandersman, and D. M. Chavis. 1990. “Participation 
and the Social and Physical Environment of Residential Blocks: Crime and the Community 
Context.” American Journal of Community Psychology 17: 83–115. 
Pranis, Kay. 1998. Engaging the Community in Restorative Justice. Washington, DC: OJJDP, 
Balanced and Restorative Justice Project. 
Putnam, Robert, D. 1993. Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy. 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.  
Putnam, Robert D. 2000. Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community. 
New York: Simon & Schuster. 
Reiss, Albert, and Jeffrey A. Roth, eds. 1993. Understanding and Preventing Violence (Four 
volume series). Washington, DC: National Academy Press.  
Rogers, P. J., T. A. Hacsi, A. Petrosino, and A. Huebner (eds., 2000). Program Theory in 
Evaluation: Challenges and Opportunities. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.  
Roehl, Jan, Dennis P. Rosenbaum, Sandra K. Costello, James R. Coldren, JR. Amie M. Schuck, 
Laura Kunard, and David R. Forde. 2005. “Strategic Approaches to Community Safety 
Initiative (SACSI) in 10 U.S. Cities: The Building Blocks for Project Safe Neighborhoods.” 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice. 
Rosenbaum, Dennis P. 2002. “Evaluating Multi-Agency Anti-Crime Partnership: Theory, 
Design, and Measurement Issues.” Crime Prevention Studies Series. Monsey, NY: Criminal 
Justice Press.
Rost, J. C. 1993. “Leadership Development in the New Millennium.” The Journal of Leadership 
Studies (November): 91–110. 
Roth, J. A., and G. L. Kelling. 2004. “Baltimore’s Comprehensive Communities Program: A 
Case Study.” Report prepared for National institute of Justice. NCJRS document 204627. 
Sampson, R.1999. “What ‘Community’ Supplies.” In Urban Problems and Community 
Development, edited by R. F. Ferguson and W. T. Dickens, (241-292). Washington, DC: 
Brookings Institution Press. 
Sampson Robert J., Jeffrey Morenoff, and Felton Earls. 1999. “Beyond Social Capital: Spatial 
Dynamics of Collective Efficacy for Children.” American Sociological Review 64: 633–60. 
Sampson, Robert J., Stephen W. Raudenbush, and Felton Earls. 1997. “Neighborhoods and 
Violent Crime: A Multi-level Study of Collective Efficacy.” Science 277: 918–24. 
Sherman, L. W., D. C. Gottfredson, D. L. MacKenzie, J. Eck, P. Reuter, and S. D. Bushway. 
1997. “Preventing Crime: What Works, What Doesn’t, What’s Promising.” Report to the US 
Congress. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice. 
Skogan, Wes, Susan M. Hartnett, Jill DuBois, Jennifer T. Comey, Marianne Kaiser, and Justine 
Loving. 1999. On the Beat: Police and Community Problem Solving. Boulder, CO: Westview 
Press. 
Sofaer, S. 1992. Coalitions and Public Health: A Program Manager’s Guide to the Issues. 
Prepared for the National AIDS Information and Education Program. Atlanta: Centers for 
Disease Control. 
   126
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.Spergel, I. A.. K. M. Wa, and R. V. Sosa. 2003. Evaluation of the Riverside Comprehensive 
Community-Wide Approach to Gang Prevention, Intervention and Suppression: Building 
Resources for the Intervention and Deterrence of Gang Engagement—BRIDGE. Report 
Submitted by the University of Chicago to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, under Grant 1997-MU-FX-K014. NCJ 209188. 
———. 2002. Evaluation of the Mesa Gang Intervention Program (MGIP). Report Submitted 
by the University of Chicago to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
under Grant 1997-MU-FX-K014. NCJ 209187. 
Sridharan, S. and D. Gillespie. 2004. “Sustaining Problem-Solving Capacity in Collaborative 
Networks.” Criminology and Public Policy 3(2): 221–50. 
Stevens, D. J., ed. 2002. Policing and Community Partnerships. Upper Saddle River, NJ: 
Prentice Hall. 
Swift, M. S and K. N. Healey. 1986. “Translating Research into Practice.” In A Decade of 
Progress in Primary Prevention, edited by M. Kessler and S. E. Goldston (205–34). 
Hanover, MA: University Press of New England. 
Thurman, Pamela J., Barbara Plested, and Ruth W. Edwards. 2000. Community Readiness: A 
Promising Model for Community Healing. Washington, DC: USDOJ, Office for Victims of 
Crime.  
Turk, Herman. 1973. Interorganizational Activation in Urban Communities: Deductions from 
the Concept of System. Washington, DC: The American Sociological Association. 
———. 1977. Organizations in Modern Life: Cities and Other Large Networks. San Francisco, 
CA: Jossey-Bass Limited. 
U.S. Department of Education. 1996. “Putting the Pieces Together: Comprehensive School-
Linked Strategies for Children and Families.” U.S. Department of Education, Regional 
Educational Laboratory Network. http://www.ncrel.org/sdrs/areas/issues/ 
envrnmnt/css/ppt/putting.htm.  
Vandegrift, J. A., L. Fernandez, and Kim Humphrey. 1997. How Effective is Community 
Policing? The Impact of the Comprehensive Communities Program in Phoenix’s Coronado 
Neighborhood. Comprehensive Communities Program Briefing Paper #2. Tempe, AZ: 
Morrison Institute for Public Policy, School of Public Affairs, Arizona State University. 
http://www.asu.edu/copp/morrison/public/communitypolicing.pdf.  
Weisel, Deborah Lamm, Caterina Gouvis, and Adele V. Harrell. 1994. Addressing Community 
Decay and Crime: Alternative Approaches and Explanation. Report to the National Institute 
of Justice, Washington, DC: The Police Executive Research Forum. 
Weiss, Carol H. 1972. Evaluation Research: Methods for Assessing Program Effectiveness. 
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.  
———. 1995. “Nothing as Practical as Good Theory: Exploring Theory-Based Evaluation for 
Comprehensive Community Initiatives for Children and Families.” In New Approaches to 
Evaluating Community Initiatives: Concepts, Methods, and Contexts, edited by Connell et al. 
(65–92). Washington, DC: The Aspen Institute.  
   127
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.Woods, D. J., L. W. Sherman, and J. A. Roth. 2002. The Maryland HotSpot Communities 
Initiative: Crime Impact Evaluation of Original HotSpot Sites (Part I). Report to the 
Governor’s Office of Crime Control and Prevention. Prepared by the Jerry Lee Center of 
Criminology at the University of Pennsylvania.  
Wray, L., and J. Hauer. 1997. “Performance Measurement to Achieve Quality of life: Adding 
Value Through Citizens.” Public Management (August): 4-9. 
Yin, R. K., S. J. Kaftarian, P. Yu, and M. A. Jansen. 1997. “Outcomes from CSAP's Community 
Partnership Program: Findings from the National Cross-Site Evaluation.” Evaluation and 
Program Planning 20(3): 345–55.  
Yin, R. K., S. J. Kaftarian, P. Yu, and N. F. Jacobs. 1996. Empowerment Evaluation at Federal 
and Local Levels: Dealing with Quality. In Empowerment Evaluation: Knowledge and Tools 
for Self-Assessment and Accountability edited by D. M. Fetterman, S. J. Kaftarian, and A. 
Wandersman, (188-207). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Yukl, G. 2001. Leadership in organizations. 5
th edition, New Jersey: Prentice Hall. 
Zimmerman, Marc A., Barbara A. Israel, Amy Schulz, and Barry Checkoway. 1992. “Further 
Explorations in Empowerment Theory: An Empirical Analysis of Psychological 
Empowerment.” American Journal of Community Psychology 20(6): 707–27.
   128
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.Appendix A. Sample Interview Protocol  
Intro: We are researchers with the Urban Institute, a private, nonprofit policy research 
organization in Washington DC. The U.S. Department of Justice’s Office of Justice Programs 
(OJP) and The National Institute of Justice (NIJ) are actively involved in assisting the 
development and implementation of innovative community crime prevention partnerships. In a 
continuing effort to support partnerships and identify best practices, NIJ is sponsoring research to 
examine how successful partnerships function. The Urban Institute (UI), along with Caliber 
Associates, under support from the National Institute of Justice, is studying successful efforts in 
three jurisdictions around the country—your partnership is one of those efforts.  
This is not an evaluation of your program. The primary purpose of the research is to understand 
how successful partnerships are built and sustain themselves over time. The end product of this 
work will be a report on how strong partnerships function. This report will benefit future 
partnerships around the country as well as public and private funders seeking to support and 
develop strong initiatives. Throughout this interview, we will ask you questions of fact and 
opinion; we would like your honest thoughts and opinions about the partnership…  
Note: For partners involved in the partnership in the past, please answer questions with 
regard to your contribution and experience with the partnership  
First, we would like some background information: 
1. Name/Title/Agency Affiliation 
2. How long in current position, Length of time with agency, Major responsibilities 
3. Does your agency service individuals? On average, how many people per day?
Next, we have some questions about your organization’s structure and leadership… 
4. Organization primary service area/mission: 
5. Org chart for your agency? (get) 
6. Current director of organization? 
7. Can you tell us about your organization’s support for the Coronado Adult Supervision Partnership
[how did it come about; is there top level support; support throughout agency, etc]
8. Has there been any turnover of positions in your agency that may have influenced the level of support
for Coronado Adult Supervision Partnership?
The next few questions are about your organization’s resource capacity… 
9. Does your organization produce an annual report? 
10. Rough annual budget? 
11. Any budgetary problems/constraints currently or in the last two years? Explain…How have they 
affected the organization’s ability to function?  
12. How open is your organization to partnering with other agencies? 
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14. Any wisdom you can offer on the success of your agency with regard to partnering with other 
governmental and community agencies? 
15. What resources has your organization provided or offered to the Coronado Adult Supervision 
Partnership partnership? Financial resources? Other—volunteer, expertise, etc?
We have a few questions about the partnership and structure of the Coronado Adult Supervision 
Partnership partnership… 
16. Looking back, what was the impetus behind the formation of the Coronado Adult Supervision 
Partnership partnership? 
17. How long have you, personally, been involved in the Coronado Adult Supervision Partnership
partnership? Your organization? 
18. Did you have a relationship with each agency prior to Coronado Adult Supervision Partnership: 
Police Departments—various levels 
Department of Corrections 
Division of Parole and Probation 
Schools 
City Council 
Local community orgs (list) 
History of contact (pre-partnership): 
 No contact between our agencies 
 Minimal contact between our agencies 
 Regular contact between our agencies 
 Coordinated programs/services between our agencies 
 High level of collaboration between our agencies 
General assessment of that contact: 
[categories?] 
 Favorable history 
 Mixed history 
 Negative history 
19. Prior to the start of the initiative, how much did you trust agency (x,y,z)? How has this evolved over 
the partnership?  
20. Do you think that trust is a critical dimension during the formation of the partnership? What other 
elements assist in partnership development and maintenance?
21. Who is the lead agency in the Coronado Adult Supervision Partnership?  
22. If your organization is the lead agency…how did your organization become the lead? [i.e., did they
write the grant, were they elected, did they appoint themselves…] 
23. Is there a “leader” within the partnership? Who? Are they one and the same as the lead agency?
24. Can you choose three adjectives to describe (his or her) leadership style? Does leadership style
influence partnership success in any way? 
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26. Which relationship between orgs (w/ which org) is the most productive and why? With who would 
you like to have more involvement and why? 
Next, we ask about the integration of your organization in the partnership…
27.  Who determines the goals of the partnership? The decision-making process? Can you describe the 
decision-making process of your collaborative?  
 [probe]: How are decisions made (vote, consensus, etc)?  
28.  Meeting Frequency?
29. How often do you personally attend meetings? 
30. Meeting attendance. [consistent with a regular group, pretty consistent with a regular group, pretty
consistent but the group varies, poor attendance]
31. Participation in Meetings. [everyone participates, most people participate, the same people talk all the 
time, only a very few people talk] A variation of this could me incorporated into vertical integration. 
32. Information sharing between organizations. [no significant information is shared, little information is 
shared, some information is shared, a lot of information is shared—OR OPEN ENDED]
33. Are there any barriers to information sharing? … 
 -agencies policies 
 -state policies/laws 
 -federal policies/laws 
 -technology issues 
 -confidentiality  
 -turf problems among collaborative members 
 -personalities 
 -control issues 
34. Communication outside of meetings. [none occurs, little occurs, some occurs, a lot occurs—OR 
OPEN ENDED]
35. Do you have binding MOUs within your partnership? If so, How do these aid the partnership? 
(legally-sharing information, organizational commitment?) If not, do you think they are needed or 
would help collaboration?
36. How much do you agree with the following statements: 
37. I/my organization have/has a voice at the table within the collaborative 
38. We solve problems collaboratively
39. Our collaborative is open to multiple approaches and solutions rather than relying on single answers 
and past practices. 
40. The leaders at our meetings try to gain many points of view before solving important problems. 
41. Making decisions is a consensual and inclusive process. 
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43. The members of our collaborative are open to citizen and local organization participation… 
The next few questions ask about the role of the local community in the partnership… 
44. How do you view the role of the local residents? [e.g. very active, passive, consumers, small 
committed group, large committed group, consistent?]
45. What does the partnership do to engage the community? What do community members “do” for the 
partnership? 
46. There are often tensions within the local community about how to determine the “community voice,” 
such as consensus for local goals, prioritizing problems, etc. Can you talk about how you work with 
the local community to determine the community voice? Furthermore, how do you carry that dialogue 
through to citywide forums? 
The next few questions are about the context of the partnership
47. What was your incentive for participating (joining) in this partnership? How has that changed over 
time? 
48. How would you describe the political atmosphere in your area at this time? Has there been much 
change in the past few years? Does the political structure impede/encourage your partnership? How? 
49. Do various local government agencies work together to address and plan solutions for shared 
problems?  
50b. Is your partnership a part of that process? Do you feel your partnership is respected by the local 
government agencies?  
The next few questions are about PARTNERSHIP resources…
50. How are other resources identified and garnered for the partnership?
51.  What are the essential resources for success? In other words, if your partnership was going to start 
from scratch and you had to choose between various resources, which would you choose first? 
Finally, we have a few questions about partnership sustainability… 
52.  Have the partnership’s goals and/or objective been put into writing? How were these created?
53. Has the partnership been assigned permanent physical space within your organization? In other 
words, how much do you believe the activities of the partnership are a passing phase versus being 
truly part of your organization? What can you point to as evidence of your answer? 
54. Would collaborations continue if funding stopped? If so, where would the funding/support come 
from?
55. On a scale of one to ten, with one being not important and ten being extremely important, how would 
you rate each of the following assets for a successful partnership?  
 Dedication to a common goal 
 Experience of members
 Availability of funds to do our work 
 The good collaborative relationships we have with each other 
 Good leadership 
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 Support of the local press 
 Other_________________________ 
56. Is there one thing (person, resource) that you can point to that is instrumental in the success of this 
partnership? 
57. What advice would you offer to others who are considering starting a similar type of partnership?  
58. How much of a barrier has each of the following been to your partnership [in general]? Categories: 
major problem, somewhat of a problem, slight problem, not a problem at all. [explain…]
-agencies policies -state policies/laws 
-federal policies/laws -community opposition 
-funding issues  -personalities 
-control  issues    -confidentiality 
-turf problems among collaborative members 
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The summaries presented in this appendix follow an outline describing the partnership along the 
dimensions of the original conceptual framework. Before we describe these dimensions, we first 
provide background information, when available, on the theoretical model or strategy underlying 
each partnership, and then provide a short description of the partnership in practice, and the state 
of the partnership during the site visit. The description of the partnership using the conceptual 
framework as a guide focuses mainly on the first two framework components—“Partnership 
Members” and “Partnership Characteristics.” 
The partnerships are discussed in the following order: 
1. The Mesa (Arizona) Gang Intervention Program (MGIP); 
2. The Greater Coronado (Arizona) Neighborhood Association Probation Partnership; 
3. The Baltimore (Maryland) Reentry Partnership (REP); 
4. Cherry Hill (Maryland) HotSpots Community Partnership; and 
5. The Fort Myers (Florida) Public Housing Policing Initiative. 
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The Mesa (Arizona) Gang Intervention Program 
(MGIP) 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Efforts to develop a gang intervention partnership in Mesa, Arizona began in 1992, when a Mesa 
Police Department Task Force was appointed to examine the gang problem and formulate a 
planned strategy for a department-wide response. The Task Force recommended the 
development of a city-wide task force comprised of a number of city partners that included the 
police department, mayor, City Council, and various community agencies. The City Manager 
appointed a captain from the Mesa Police Department to serve as Gang Control Coordinator (a 
police-community liaison role) of the new Mesa Gang Prevention Steering Committee 
(MGPSC). During the next two years, the Steering Committee developed a Community Action 
Plan and implemented two school-based programs focused on prevention and intervention with 
gang and at-risk youth.  
In September, 1995, the City, on behalf of the Steering Committee, applied for federal 
funding from the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) to implement 
the Comprehensive Community-wide Approach to Gang Prevention, Intervention, and 
Suppression in Mesa.
7 In 1995, Mesa, Arizona was selected as one of five jurisdictions to 
receive funding. The gang intervention model implemented, known as the “Spergel” Model, 
centers around five strategies for serving gang-involved youth and their communities: (1) 
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leaders of organizations; (2) opportunities provision, which offers specific programs to gang-
involved youth; (3) social intervention, in which an Intervention team will “reach out” to youth 
and provide them with needed services; (4) suppression, which involves social control 
procedures by the police, probation, parole, etc.; and (5) organizational change and development, 
which revolves around the development and implementation of policies and procedures to 
provide better resources to gang-involved youth (OJJDP 2002). Basically, the key goals of the 
model are: (1) to reduce individual-level gang-related crimes; (2) to improve public safety at the 
community level by reducing crime rates, and (3) to increase community capacity by creating a 
jurisdiction-wide integrated system of services for gang-involved youth (systems change 
outcome).  
The Spergel Model is a multifaceted approach beginning with an acknowledgement and 
assessment of the problem. The collaborating agencies first develop a Steering Committee that 
then appoints an Assessment Team. The Assessment Team collects and analyzes all data about 
gang-involved youth and develops an assessment report that catalogs the gang problem, the 
children who are involved in the identified gangs, and community perceptions about gangs. 
These data are intended to provide the Steering Committee a baseline from which to measure 
change and give them an objective perspective from which to undertake the next steps of setting
goals, objectives, services and activities. After assessment and analysis of the problem, the 
Steering Committee creates a plan for dealing with the problem (OJJDP 2002). The plan includes 
description of goals, objectives, activities, and a timeframe for achieving the goals. The plan is 
also intended to identify relevant services and activities that will help achieve the goals and 
objectives. Gaps in services are also identified.  
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Committee is encouraged to take into account in the development of a plan: (1) The project goals 
should incorporate intervention, suppression, and prevention; (2) the police must participate; (3) 
the project must involve formal and informal community leaders; (4) the community must be 
engaged and mobilized; (5) the community and key leaders should acknowledge perceptions and 
realities about gangs, which by taking beliefs into account in the design of the plan will help 
establish trust within the community; (6) the project should have short-term and long-term goals 
in order to address hot issues and long-term prevention; (7) the project partners should put all 
past issues behind them and start with a clean slate; (8) the Steering Committee should 
understand the importance of the process of developing the plan, and; (9) the implementation 
objectives must be feasible, observable, and measurable.  
The Spergel Model also guides how the project is staffed. Staff include a project 
coordinator, a research partner, and an intervention team. The intervention team is the vehicle to 
conduct outreach and provide services and referral to the gang-involved youth. The Model 
dictates that all the core agencies should have a member on the intervention team. The key goal 
of this group is for the members to work together and share information in order to help each 
youth receive opportunities for intervention. Agencies that are not represented on the 
intervention team should always be kept informed, as should all participants in the program. The 
Model revolves around the sharing of information and the coordination of effort by all parts of 
the collaboration. By definition, the Spergel Model also involves community capacity building. 
Community capacity building—a key concept in community justice partnerships—becomes an 
important feature in the project’s overall goals. Giving residents a voice in the development and 
the maintenance of the gang intervention strategy is heavily promoted in the Model. The intent is
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Community capacity outcomes are specified by the Model. The Spergel Model envisions 
that not only will there be individual-level outcomes relating to a reduction in the number of
gang involved youth and a reduction in recidivism among gang-involved youth, but there will be 
a reduction in gang incidents at the community level, as well as increased community cohesion 
and capacity building.  
DESIGNATION OF MGIP AS “SUCCESSFUL” PARTNERSHIP 
Under a research grant from the OJJDP, the University of Chicago conducted impact evaluations 
for the five Spergel model sites. The evaluation of MGIP found that the targeted community 
experienced significant reductions in individual-level recidivism, as well as community-level 
reductions in crime compared to a comparison area (Spergel, Wa, and Sosa 2002).  
MESA GANG INTERVENTION PROJECT IN PRACTICE 
The Mesa (AZ) Gang Intervention Project (MGIP) was coordinated by the City of Mesa Police 
Department. Two junior high schools, home to approximately 18 gangs with an estimated 650 
members, define the target area. The Mesa Police Department was chosen as the lead agency for 
the project. In September 1995, a community mobilization/development specialist and a 
management assistant were hired. By the end of 1996, the interagency project team consisted of 
the community development specialist, two gang detectives, one adult and three juvenile 
probation officers, two street outreach workers, staff from Prehab of Arizona (a substance abuse 
treatment community agency), and Mesa United Way. The Gang Control Coordinator became
the Project Director. A Case Management Coordinator position was established and filled by a 
representative of Maricopa County Adult Probation. The project team monitored and provided 
Appendix B 138 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.services daily to roughly 100 youth. The MGIP team operated out of a storefront office in the 
target community. The MGIP gang detectives and probation officers held program youth 
accountable through surveillance and routine monitoring and supportive street outreach workers 
and staff from community-based agencies who ensured delivery of services. Throughout the 
project key services included: mentoring, literacy, job development, young men’s and women’s 
counseling groups, life skills, cognitive restructuring counseling, substance abuse prevention, 
STD classes, and parenting classes. 
When MGIP was at capacity, the project served roughly 100 youth and young adults a 
day. The target number of probationers was 55, and another 40-50 were recruited from other 
sources that included referrals from schools, the city court (diversion youth), and recruitment by 
outreach workers.  
In addition to funding from OJJDP, MGIP partners were active in writing grant proposals 
to leverage federal resources and assist with sustainability. One of the community partners, Mesa 
United Way, applied for funding in 1997 from the DeWitt Wallace Foundation to obtain a three-
year 400,000 grant for more after-school programming (which became known as KidsCAN!) at 
targeted Mesa elementary schools to improve academic skills, to provide social opportunities, 
and to increase parental involvement with their children. In 1998, Mesa Family YMCA (a 
Steering Committee member) implemented the Mesa Mentoring Project with three-year grant 
funds from OJJDP Title II funds through the Governor’s Community Policy Office. The Steering 
Committee provided oversight and policy-setting for the Mentoring Project. 
MGIP became fully operational by January 1997. The project, in addition to the provision 
of services to the targeted youth, conducted outreach to parents and provided services to families. 
Bilingual programming was available to both youth and parents. 
Appendix B 139 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.In mid-1998, MGIP began to focus strong efforts on developing project sustainability. A 
new task force was formed—Task Force on Community Sustainment—that began preparations 
and planning for funding to continue after federal funds ceased. In 1999 the City of Mesa’s grant 
coordinator suggested that MGIP could be continued using city 1999 Juvenile Accountability 
Block Grant (JAIBG) grant funding. The Steering Committee recommended that the project 
should be sustained at its current level, rather than to cut it back or enlarge it. At this time the 
Steering Committee added two new members—the Director of Security for Mesa Public Schools 
and the Director (principal) of the Mesa Vista Alternative High School. 
In July of 2001, the Steering Committee recommended to the City of Mesa that 
sustainability efforts should include the development of a joint application by Mesa Public 
Schools and Mesa Police Department for a Safe Schools/Healthy Children Grant application. In 
addition, the Mentoring Project received additional funding to conduct group mentoring of gang 
at-risk youth, in addition to the one-on-one mentoring it was already conducting.  
The Urban Institute research team visited MGIP in November 2003. At that time, MGIP in its 
fully operational form had ceased, but the Steering Committee was still meeting regularly and 
the project was attempting to work with a small number of gang-involved youth. The Mentoring 
Project was still in existence, but the youth targeted for mentoring were not necessarily gang-
involved youth or on the verge of entering gangs. The school-based work—both the Positive 
Alternatives to Gangs program and the summer-time PAY program also continued after the 
OJJDP funds expired. One particular activity—a tattoo removal program—that was held up as a 
model activity—also continues today. The individuals interviewed viewed MGIP as an initiative 
that was more than the six-year OJJDP-funded initiative. Most respondents saw MGIP as a 
THE SITE VISIT 
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majority of stakeholders had been part of the Steering Committee since 1992—two years before 
the Committee submitted its proposal to OJJDP. The Steering Committee was formed to address 
the issues of gang violence, not to develop a grant application for the OJJDP solicitation.  
Partner Members 
MGIP was comprised of 8 key partner agencies, four of which were nonprofit community 
partners and four of which were local government agencies. In addition, the business corporation 
Boeing was also considered to be a partner, although it was not necessarily a core partner and 
had not been part of the partnership since its inception. The partner agencies are shown in Table 
B-1. 
Partner Level 
Mesa Juvenile Probation  2 
Mesa Police Department  2 
City Public Schools  2 
City Council 2 
Boys and Girls Club  1 
Prehab of Arizona  1 
Mesa United Way 1 
Table B-1. Key Partnership Members, Mesa Gang Intervention Project
Institutional  Sector 
Government, local 
Government, local 
Government, local 
Government, local 
Nonprofit, membership based 
Nonprofit, 501c(3) 
Nonprofit, membership based 
Mesa YMCA  1  Nonprofit, membership based 
Boeing 2  Business 
Partner Agency Leadership
Each of these partner agencies had a leader that was involved in the partnership. In fact, all 
agencies had little turnover of leaders throughout the six years of OJJDP funding for the MGIP 
partnership. A number of people stated that a key to the success of the partnership was the high-
level (i.e., executive level) attendance at Steering Committee meetings throughout the life of 
MGIP. Many respondents stated that it was rare for a director/leader to send someone in place of 
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accomplished in a timely fashion. In addition, this commitment was augmented by the limited 
amount of turnover. For instance, one partner stressed the there have only been four or five 
school superintendents in over 20 years.  
These agencies also had a wide range of resources available to dedicate to MGIP. Each of the 
community organizations has a long, stable history in the Mesa Community. Each community 
agency brought particular resources that acted to enhance the strength of the overall partnership. 
Each agency donated a variety of “in-kind” resources to the partnership. Table B-2  
highlights the in-kind resources dedicated to the partnership and lists, when known, the stability 
of partner leadership. Prehab of Arizona provided knowledge of and access to a vast range of 
counseling, drug and alcohol services. The Boys and Girls Club provided a direct link to the 
target community and access to recreational resources such as facilities, sporting teams, and 
other youth and community recreational services. Mesa YMCA raised resources to begin a 
mentoring program as part of the MGIP. The Mentoring Project Director was continually seeking 
to develop new funding sources to expand and enhance the Mentoring Project. The Mesa United 
Way had experienced and multi-lingual neighborhood outreach workers that were familiar with 
working in disadvantaged neighborhoods. When it was determined that MGIP funding could be 
used for the Neighborhood Developer position, MGIP borrowed experienced staff from the 
United Way. The person serving in the role was bilingual. A few years into the project, she went 
to work directly at the central neighborhood location that housed MGIP. 
Partner Agency Orientation 
The partner agencies are all well respected in the community and have a history of working with 
at-risk youth and criminal justice involved populations. In addition, many key leaders 
Partner Agency Resources
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and maintenance of the project. Each of the community partners indicated that they had 
collaborated in some fashion with the government agencies before MGIP. This creates an  
important foundation from which a strong partnership can be built and sustained. We did not 
hear any reports of long standing conflict between the community agencies and government 
agencies.  
Structural Complexity of the Partnership 
MGIP was a complex partnership involving four community agencies and four government 
agencies. The community agencies spanned various service sectors, including substance abuse 
treatment, recreational, and community development. The partnership also included a key 
business partner—Boeing. Staff indicated that there were a few notable absences from the 
partnership. Staff felt it would be helpful to have more businesses involved. Churches/faith-
based groups were not heavily involved. The partnership attempted to get the local churches 
involved, but with little result. Some staff believed it was difficult to get churches involved 
because there were no churches located in the target area. With regard to government agencies, 
MGIP included a number of government agency types—the local police department, schools, 
and probation. The city council also demonstrated their strong support for the project. One 
council-member attended all Steering Committee meetings. The city court also became involved 
after the project was fully implemented. The court referred youth who were charged with an 
offense, but placed into diversion status. 
Partnership Characteristics 
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Partner Leadership  Prior  Collaboration  In-Kind Resources  
Mesa Juvenile 
Probation 
Same Chief 
Juvenile 
Probation 
Officer since 
1995 
Prior collaboration and other 
concurrent collaborations with 
Prehab of Arizona 
GED training lab and part 
time instructor dedicated to 
MGIP (separate grant written 
by probation); two dedicated 
juvenile probation officers at 
center 
Mesa Police 
Department 
3 or 4 Chiefs 
over duration
of OJJDP grant 
Pre-existing relationship with 
schools 
City Public Schools  Same
Superintendent 
for duration of 
OJJDP grant
Pre-existing relationship with 
police; Pre-existing relationship 
with Prehab. 
All public school facilities 
serve as recreation centers 
after school hours. 
City Council Council-
member 
committed to 
project for 
duration 
Strong pre-existing relationship 
with police department. 
Encourages policies that 
support gang prevention and 
suppression. Sought finding 
from city
Boys and Girls Club  Same
Executive 
Director 
Pre-existing relationship with 
all partners 
Facility for activities; 
funding for tattoo removal 
Prehab of Arizona  Same
Executive 
Director 
Pre-existing relationships with 
all partners; Chief of Police and 
Superintendent of Schools sit 
on Prehab Board of Directors; 
and Executive Director of 
Prehab was on School Board 
Substance abuse services 
(outpatient and residential); 
Counselors dedicated to 
schools for gang education; 
Prehab staff serving as 
manager of counselors and
probation officers at center;
Prehab also hired and 
managed core team outreach 
workers 
Mesa United Way New leader of 
mentoring 
project hired in 
1999. Very
committed to 
project 
Pre-grant: already working to 
develop city-wide “healthy 
communities” plan. Had large 
network of community and
government partners for regular 
meetings 
Bilingual staff experienced 
with target neighborhood 
(position support by OJJDP 
grant); conducted parenting 
classes 
Mesa YMCA Pre-existing collaboration with 
police department 
Mentoring Project 
Boeing Leadership 
committed to 
Steering 
Committee 
Encouraged YMCA to write 
grant proposals to Boeing. 
Boeing Corporation and 
Boeing Foundation provided 
grant funds for mentoring 
project 
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The City of Mesa was the fiscal agent for the MGIP grant, and the Mesa Police 
Department acted as the lead agency. The Project Director was part of the Mesa Police 
Department and had been part of the Steering Committee before the OJJDP funding began. All 
partners recognized the Mesa Police Department as the lead in the partnership and felt strongly 
that the person who served as Project Director was perfect for the role. Everyone interviewed had 
extremely positive opinions about the Project Director and many stated that the Project’s 
Director’s commitment to the Project and dedication to community policing were the key strong 
points regarding project leadership. In addition to the Project Director, a key leader was the 
Chairperson of the Steering Committee. Throughout the life of the OJJDP funding there were 
only two Chair people. The first chairperson remained for the majority of the project, but retired 
toward the end of the funding (around 2000) and was replaced by the person who had been Case 
Manager for the core team. All staff also spoke very highly about both Chair people. A few 
mentioned that the first Chair utilized an organized system of performance measurement for the 
partnership. Two or three strategic tasks would be outlined at a meeting and the Committee 
would focus on achieving these tasks, and only then would move on to the next goal.  
In the beginning of the OJJDP grant, 10-12 members across key agencies had a one-week 
meeting in Kansas City to familiarize themselves with the Spergel Model and partnership. A 
number of staff mentioned that this “retreat” helped set a good foundation for collaboration. 
When asked what makes a strong leader within this partnership, most staff described the 
characteristics of a strong leader in terms in intangible characteristics such as well-respected, 
dedicated, loyal, and organized. Some specifically mentioned that in the case of MGIP, good 
leadership helped minimize consequences associated with turnover of other key leaders. The 
leader was able to get new executives on board quickly. The leader knew how to motivate 
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giving recognition and reward when appropriate.  
Vertical Integration 
The partnership was well integrated with regard to joint setting of goals and decision making. 
Each member of the Steering Committee had a strong voice at the table, and, when resources 
were already in place, goals were usually set into action with minimal hesitation. As stated 
earlier, many key leaders interviewed believed that the pre-existing strong relationships among 
partner members raised the level of trust and collaboration for the partnership. Everyone we 
interviewed at the executive level agreed that goals and objectives were accomplished with joint 
collaboration and minimal obstacles. Across large partnerships, this level of collaboration and 
accomplishment seems rare. In addition to joint goal setting and decision making, both Juvenile 
Probation and the Police were active in sharing information with the other partners and with the 
community.  
A few staff stated that there could have been even stronger vertical integration by having 
the core team staff present at Steering Committee meetings. None of the street level workers was 
invited to the Steering Committee meetings unless they were specifically asked to report on a 
successful client. It was suggested that the actions of the Steering Committee were too far 
removed frontline efforts to be able to adequately respond to all issues or obstacles that existed at 
the ground level.  
Community Involvement 
Community involvement was a key component within the Spergel Model. MGIP actively sought 
to obtain resident involvement mostly through education programs and focus groups. Sometimes 
residents sat in on Steering Committee meetings. In addition, the position of Neighborhood 
Developer encouraged resident involvement. The position was responsible for informing the 
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involvement and resident interaction. The person who held the role of Neighborhood Developer 
was born in the target neighborhood which many stated helped the community feel they could 
trust the project. The Neighborhood Developer and other staff member helped residents form
block watches in the target neighborhood. Some staff interviewed felt that community 
involvement was strengthened because the project was located in the community and the targeted 
youth worked on neighborhood beautification projects. This helped raise awareness of the 
initiative and awareness of the city having a gang problem. One staff member said that 
neighborhood residents came to really trust the police and often worked with them to report gang 
problems and help police problem solve around violence.  
Although many efforts were made to include residents in MGIP meetings, some key 
agency staff felt that resident involvement was generally low. Some staff believed it was because 
parents denied that their children were in gangs. However, many also stated that the low 
involvement did not hinder MGIP from achieving most of its goals. At most, staff felt more 
parental involvement could have helped improve outcomes for youth. On the positive side, the 
majority of staff interviewed felt there was little or no community opposition to the project. 
Horizontal Integration 
Partner members regularly communicated with each through a number of forums. Regular 
meetings were held. Horizontal integration was also achieved by co-location of services for 
youth at the neighborhood center that was set within the target neighborhood. Staff at the center, 
as well as executive leaders, felt that the co-location was one of the key variables in the success 
of the partnership. Co-location helped with building trust among partners and with the local 
community, eased communication lines, facilitated service delivery, and resource sharing. In 
particular, probation officers and police officers who came to the table with different 
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neighborhood. Roles of each agency at the center could be redefined jointly.  
One issue that hindered communication was the turnover of the frontline staff. Two 
undercover police detectives were assigned full-time to the center, but these detectives often left 
after one year. Outreach workers did not remain in the position very long. Some staff believed 
this was because outreach worker position was an entry-level position, yet the role was very 
challenging and often stressful. Another issue that hindered communication involved the hiring 
of ex-offenders as outreach workers as envisioned by the Spergel Model. When a former gang 
member was hired, some of the police officers did not feel comfortable sharing sensitive 
information with the outreach worker. However, procedures for sharing information were in 
place and the core team sought to develop an open system of sharing information at weekly case 
management meetings. The case management team met once each week to discuss two to three 
participants. This helped to open the lines of communication across staff. Outreach workers and 
the lead case manager could interact with police and probation to develop the best service plan 
for each client.  
Funding and Resources 
Many respondents stated that it was the OJJDP funding that brought the agencies together. The 
funds helped secure a location and staff. Many stated that having a central location for the 
project where the core team resided helped facilitate overall success. Many of the partners were 
impressed with how much could be accomplished with the federal money. They felt all partners 
were successful in leveraging the piece of federal funds they received, in that each partner turned 
the limited resources into a much larger pool of resources that was instrumental in developing a 
full range of outreach and service provision that would enable meeting of goals and in turn, 
partnership success. Reflecting on the partnership’s strong ability to leverage resources, many 
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before the federal funding began.  
When asked what types of resources were not available to the partnership, many 
responded that more services for the target population related to job development or job training 
would be helpful. The core team did not include a job developer and the frontline staff suggested 
that having a job developer would have attracted more youth and helped retain youth for longer 
periods. Other staff responded that additional school outreach would be helpful, and that the 
existing outreach staff were spread too thin, and often not tapped into the gang activity at the 
schools and in the neighborhood. A few staff suggested that with more outreach workers, staff 
could develop strong one-on-one relationships with the youth, and have a full system of case 
management that involved follow-up of all service referrals.  
COMMUNITY CONTEXT 
Throughout the week-long site visit, we were continually impressed with the high-level of 
involvement of all key leaders with MGIP, as well as the strength and depth of collaboration 
among partners. There did not seem to be any missing links among the partners at the executive 
level and partners were continually working to find new sources of funding to re-start the MGIP 
initiative. The city council was very involved in the MGIP and local papers were active in 
praising MGIP around the time that the federal funding ended. In general, the political 
environment seemed to strongly support the project. When we asked about positive and negative 
contextual influences on the partnership, most partners said that partnership success had much to 
do with the history of the Mesa community. Mesa is a large city with a small town feel. Some 
suggested that because the city comprised many Mormons, the residents were family-centered 
and had a spirit of community involvement. Those interviewed stated that there has always been 
Appendix B 149 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.a focus on volunteering, good parental involvement in schools and a stable history of community 
organizing and advocacy. A number of respondents stated that there was strong crossover among 
the public sector and private sector—that organizations and agencies had been working together 
on various boards of agencies for decades. Others added that MGIP was strengthened at its 
foundation because even before the federal funding the city was already focused on increasing 
community capacity and improvement. In the early 1990s, the Mesa United way had begun a 
large campaign to increase awareness and services around “building a healthy Mesa.” Hence, the 
foundation for strong partnerships for community capacity building had already been laid.  
SUSTAINABILITY
At the end of federal funding in 2001, the City of Mesa funded MGIP for a few years. When we 
asked how the MGIP program ended, those interviewed offered a number of insights. The 
majority of those interviewed believed MGIP ceased because the city was facing severe budget 
cuts. In the event of a changing economy, the partnership became too expensive. A few high 
level staff suggested that although the partnership was successful in reducing gang crime and 
violent crime in the target area, the number of youth that were being served was too small to 
justify the cost of the program. Some staff suggested that the evidence showing small numbers 
served was due to leadership changes in one of the positions of the core team—that paperwork 
was not filled out and it became difficult to account for program successes. Toward the end of 
the OJJDP funding it did appear that MGIP was not reaching many adjudicated youth (and 
instead serving mostly drop in and low-level at-risk youth), and some staff suggested that the 
police department needed to see results showing reduced recidivism of the criminally-involved 
population.  
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true end to MGIP. At the end of OJJDP funding, Prehab of Arizona found another facility that 
could be used for the core team and donated it, but MGIP staff thought that a large amount of 
funding would be needed to bring the decaying facility to life. Basically, no one could find 
funding to turn the facility into a fully-functioning site, and at the time of our visit, the site was 
sitting empty. 
Overall, with regard to sustainability, we have concluded that the underlying partnership 
has been sustained, but the “programs” implemented have, for the most part, not been sustained. 
This is an important distinction, in that some level of partnership functioning has remained 
generally steady, but end “programmatic” outcomes are not being achieved.  
PARTNERSHIP SUMMARY
Throughout the MGIP partnership, the partnership was successful in achieving their goals of 
reducing recidivism and reducing violent crime in the target area. As stated earlier, the 
evaluation of MGIP, funded by OJJDP as part of a national evaluation, utilized a comparison 
neighborhood and found significant evidence of partnership success (Spergel et al., 2002). 
Reflecting on what we learned on site, we believe that there were a few key variables related to 
partnership success. These are outlined below across three main components: (1) partnership 
context, (2) partner members, and (3) partnership characteristics. 
Partnership Context 
 Pre-existing collaborative with dedication to a common goal 
 Strong community geared toward capacity building and problem-solving 
 No resident opposition 
Partner Members 
 Strong, stable leadership of partner members 
 Existence of wide range of resources within each partner agency 
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 Strong lead agency (strong leader) 
 Involvement by the leadership of all key agencies needed to achieve goals 
 Strong leveraging of resources 
 Co-location of frontline staff
 High-level vertical and very strong horizontal integration 
Even with the success of the partnership in reducing crime, the partnership had a number 
of challenges over the years. The most often-documented challenges reported from our site visits 
included front line turnover, lack of sustained recordkeeping, and program drift. 
Appendix B 152 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.The Greater Coronado Neighborhood Association 
and Maricopa County Adult Probation Neighborhood Office 
Partnership (Arizona) 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
The Coronado neighborhood, in center-city Phoenix, was a neighborhood experiencing rising 
crime rates and overall corrosion during the late 1980s and early 1990s. In the early 1990s, the 
area started to experience gentrification and a growth of residents with a strong voice who 
wanted to improve their own community (Clear and Cannon 2002). This group of residents 
formed the Greater Coronado Neighborhood Association (GCNA) and, in 1994, began to pursue 
grants to help revitalize their community.  
With new success in acquiring grant money for their community, Coronado residents 
were soon known throughout Phoenix as progressive and successful grant seekers. The city of 
Phoenix Police Department approached GCNA in 1995 about jointly applying for a 
Comprehensive Communities Program (CCP) grant (BJA 2001). This $1.5 million grant, which 
they were awarded, sought to implement a comprehensive community policing plan that 
involved strong community input. CCP soon became the foundation for a number of partnerships 
between GCNA and justice agencies. The CCP model stressed crime reduction and enhancement 
of public safety as vital elements to improving quality of life. The strategy utilized a community 
justice approach that sought to bring those most affected by crime together and to give each 
stakeholder a meaningful role in solving problems. The strategy applied a deliberate planning 
and implementation process (Bureau of Justice Assistance 2001). 
After receiving the CCP grant money, GCNA polled the neighborhood to decide the most 
effective way to use the money. The community thought that reducing juvenile crime should be a 
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soon expressed interest in developing a neighborhood-probation partnership.  
Around this time, the idea of beat supervision was becoming a hot topic in the Probation 
Office. The probation department in Phoenix was moving toward a nontraditional neighborhood 
focus for supervision, as opposed to an office centralized caseload approach. An Adult Probation 
Supervisor liked the idea of localized community supervision. She heard about the work with the 
Greater Coronado Neighborhood Association, and contacted them about forming a partnership in 
which a satellite adult probation office would be placed in the neighborhood. In the beginning, 
there was some dissent about moving this office into the community. However, the probation 
department made an active effort to go into the community, along with the Neighborhood 
Association leaders, and discuss any issues with the residents. The probation department took the 
residents concerns seriously and took steps to alleviate these concerns and educate the public 
about the role of probation and how a partnership could work. A few key leaders within the 
neighborhood were instrumental in bringing the rest of the neighborhood on board. They worked 
jointly to explain that by being in the community, they were not bringing probationers with them; 
they were already there. They also helped explain that by being in the community, they may be 
able to maintain closer supervision of probationers, while taking steps to help the community in 
which they reside.  
The probation department was able to rent office space from a local church to serve as
their community office. The church had been turned into a community center, and the new 
probationers helped to maintain it. In return, the space was rented for very little money. For 
example, after receiving the office space, the probationers helped put a new roof on the church. 
The probation officers work directly with the community to identify problems and help alleviate 
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them. The probationers help with community service. The community, in turn, sees offenders 
being held accountable to the community, and the community becomes more vested in the 
program as the probationers feel some ownership of the neighborhood.  
Essentially, with regard to the history of the probation community partnership, the 
partnership began on two fronts: the neighborhood began a movement to organize and seek 
grants to improve their neighborhood, and probation began a movement toward community or 
“beat supervision.” Cooperation between the groups, therefore, was fairly seamless, but took a 
few years to develop.  
DESIGNATION OF THE PROBATION PARTNERSHIP AS A “SUCCESSFUL” PARTNERSHIP 
To date, the Coronado-probation partnership has not been formally evaluated. However, a small 
evaluation was conducted by Arizona State University in 1995-1996 to evaluate the first year of 
implementation of the larger CCP partnership. The evaluation found that both violent and 
nonviolent crime dropped in Coronado between 1995 and 1996, compared with a similar 
neighborhood as well as the entire city of Phoenix (Vandergrift, Fernandez, and Humphrey 
1997). At this time, the probation partnership was fully operational. The probation partnership 
also has been deemed a model
8 community justice program by research experts in the 
community justice field (see Karp and Clear 2002). 
THE PARTNERSHIP IN PRACTICE 
As of the end of 2003, the partnership between GCNA and Maricopa County adult probation has 
been in place for nine years. The key goal of the partnership is to reduce crime and recidivism
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self-sustaining and holds a number of events and benefits yearly to raise funds. The Association 
charges $5.00 per year for membership, and it is open to anyone within the neighborhood 
(Coronado Neighborhood Dispatch, Nov. 2003). The neighborhood sponsors GAIN (Getting 
Acquainted In your Neighborhood) every year and probation officers and police come out to 
mingle with residents. A free monthly newsletter, The Coronado Neighborhood Dispatch, is 
distributed throughout the neighborhood. The newsletter is self-supporting with advertisements 
and is created by a volunteer. The web site is also supported by a volunteer from the 
neighborhood.  
After the CCP funding ceased, many residents within the neighborhood wrote letters to 
help get the probation department to fund the satellite office. The department was able to 
reallocate its staff and funding, so that it does not cost the department any more money to have 
the office within the neighborhood. Since they have been in the neighborhood, the probation 
officers have had a representative at every neighborhood meeting, and they have been responsive 
through a community problem-solving model where offenders are held accountable to their 
community. The local probation office has been housed at the church since the start of the 
partnership, and there have been no lapses in the program. The Coronado community is made up 
of 12,000 residents, predominately single-family, owner-occupied homes (Clear and Cannon 
2002). However, there are distinct demographic differences within the community including 
varying income levels and Spanish-speaking and English-speaking residents. The local probation 
office has three probation officers who work out of this unit. They supervise approximately 235 
probationers who reside in Coronado (Clear and Cannon 2002).  
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The feelings of mutual respect shared by the Neighborhood Association and the probation 
officers were evident during interviews. Both agencies contribute to the partnership in varying 
ways. According to residents, the probation officers are vested in the project and go above and 
beyond their regular duties within the neighborhood. The probation officers also spoke very 
highly of the neighborhood residents, specifically a few of the members of the Neighborhood 
Association. The probation officers told us that every government official knows the Coronado 
neighborhood and what they are doing; council members often come to community meetings. 
Together the probation office and the neighborhood are still applying jointly for grants. In 2002, 
a block watch grant, written by one of the probation officers after attending a grant-writing 
workshop, was funded.  
The Urban Institute research team visited the Greater Coronado Neighborhood Association in 
November of 2003, met with probation officers and the local police contact, and spoke at length 
with a number of community residents. The partnership between Maricopa County Adult 
Probation and the Coronado neighborhood remains strong, even as other partnerships that began 
with the CCP grant have ceased (Juvenile Probation has moved out of the neighborhood). Three 
officers still work directly out of the office within the church. These officers only supervise 
probationers in the Coronado neighborhood. The probation officers attend all the community 
meetings and participate in all community events.
THE SITE VISIT 
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There are two formal partners at this time: the Greater Coronado Neighborhood Association and 
Maricopa County Adult Probation (see Table B-3). At the time of the CCP grant, there were 
several agencies directly involved including the Phoenix Police Department, Phoenix Parks and 
Recreation, Modest Means (a group of lawyers offering legal advice and aide), and a Job 
Training Program. When the grant money ceased, most of the partners left the partnership. 
Currently, a Community Action Officer from the Phoenix Police Department is assigned to the 
Coronado neighborhood, and he works with the probation department as much as possible.  
Table B-3. Key Partnership Members, GCNA-Probation Partnership 
Partner 
The probation department remains committed to the partnership—a commitment that 
involves a contribution of in-kind resources—the probation department never received money 
from the CCP grant. Probation modified their internal staffing patterns to commit officers to the 
neighborhood.  
Level  Institutional Sector 
Greater Coronado Neighborhood Association  1  Nonprofit, 
membership-based 
Maricopa County Adult Probation  2  Government, local 
Partner Agency Leadership
Both partners have had little turnover within the course of the partnership. At the frontline staff 
level, the probation department only places people into this position who apply and have a 
sincere interest in working with the neighborhood and extending beyond the traditional roles of 
probation. One probation officer had been at the location for over 3 years; the leadership at 
probation headquarters has not changed; and despite minor staffing changes at headquarters, the 
Maricopa County Adult Probation Department remains committed to community justice 
initiatives. In the neighborhood, the same core residents have led the Coronado neighborhood 
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beginning are a husband and wife who reside in the neighborhood. They helped form the 
Neighborhood Association and continually encourage residents to become involved in 
neighborhood activities. Each person with whom we spoke told us that this couple has been the 
driving force within the neighborhood, and many mentioned that they were not sure if the 
program would have been as successful without them.  
Table B-4. Partner Agency Leadership and Resources,  
GNCA-Probation Partnership 
Partner  Leadership  In-Kind Resources 
Provided 
Greater Coronado Neighborhood 
Association
Same residents 
throughout the 
partnership 
Time, 
Neighborhood 
Website, 
Newsletter, 
Community 
Service, Supplies 
Maricopa County Adult Probation Little  turnover 
among probation 
officers 
Manpower, Time, 
Equipment and 
supplies for the 
office 
Partnership Characteristics 
Structural Complexity 
The partnership has a simple structure because it involves only two key partners.  
Lead Agency Type and Leadership 
Because of its simple structure and the nature of collaboration between the two partners, there is 
no lead agency, and hence, no “leader” for this partnership. The executive director of GCNA is 
the key leader who is most involved from the community association, and the line probation staff 
who work out of the church office are the key contacts for probation.  
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
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Vertical and Horizontal Integration 
Both vertical and horizontal integration are strong across the partnership.
9 The partners formed a 
close relationship throughout this partnership and each spoke with a great amount of respect for 
the other. The partner agencies are viewed as equals and they work together to problem solve. By 
placing the probation office directly in the community, each partner felt that they were able to 
maintain close relationships because probation is easily accessible. Residents often stop into the 
office to talk with the officers, and the officers attend all community functions. This keeps the 
lines of communication open, and information is always being shared, which also aids in direct 
probationer supervision. Both partners spoke of the ease of information sharing between 
themselves and with the police. The neighborhood residents will often approach the probation 
officers about problems or issues within the neighborhood and the probation officers are known 
to assist residents in various ways. Staff interviewed stated that the residents recognize that the 
probation officers cannot share all information with residents, but the residents trust that they are 
doing everything possible to keep the residents safe.  
Residents are very involved in the partnership. As mentioned above, a core group of 
residents are very involved in problem solving and increasing neighborhood capacity to problem
solve. The core group attends all the neighborhood meetings and all the community service 
projects. They mobilize other residents to become involved. There are approximately 300 
neighborhood association members (fee-paying members) and around 30–35 people who attend 
the monthly neighborhood meetings. At each meeting the association focuses on particular issues 
that have arisen and try to form a consensus, and focus on a solution. Neighborhood residents 
stated that they felt that everyone in the neighborhood had a similar agenda—to keep the 
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suspected him of violating his probation and selling drugs. The neighbors informed the police 
and probation. Instead of merely arresting the probationer, probation, some neighbors, and some
of his family members set up an intervention and let him know that others knew what he was 
doing in hopes of getting him to stop before they had to arrest him. Also, the probation officers 
and the police have learned to share information through this partnership. Probation officers will 
go along with police on arrests of a probationer and officers will go to the probation office if they 
are having a problem with a probationer.  
Funding and Resources 
The Neighborhood Association has been able to obtain several grants over time. 
However, the partnership between probation and the neighborhood has never been based on 
grant funding. Each partner spoke about times in which they had to “beg, borrow, and steal” to 
get supplies, personnel, or space. A probation staff person mentioned that they received supplies 
from both the neighborhood association and the probation office. Both partners were key in 
finding the resources they needed to survive and they have been able to shift resources so that 
they have not needed extra funding. The neighborhood association, along with the probation 
office, has received several grants, which they worked on together, including a Block Watch 
grant in 2002 and Fight Back money in 2003. They have used this money to improve the 
community, such as starting Spanish and English language classes within the Church 
Community Center. 
It is important to note that the neighborhood association has always been proactive about 
seeking grants. Residents stated that a reason the neighborhood is so successful in obtaining 
grants is because they had a resident who worked for the city and knew the appropriate 
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procedures to apply for grants. This grant writer wrote a number of grants for them over the 
years (Clear and Cannon 2002). 
COMMUNITY CONTEXT 
Across the two square miles of the Coronado neighborhood, the demographics of the 
population vary widely. Overall, the majority of households report an annual income under 
$30,000. Coronado is part of inner city Phoenix, and some particular areas of the neighborhood 
are in steady decline. Relevant to partnership success is the strength of the Greater Coronado 
Neighborhood Association. GCNA actively pursued the CCP grant and contributed their own 
time and funds to developing community capacity to address the needs of citizens and promote 
active neighborhood associations. In addition to having a strong community association, 
Maricopa County government agencies seem to have a community justice focus on developing 
healthy neighborhoods. The probation department appears very committed to working closely 
with communities. Maricopa County’s Justice System Activities Report for Fiscal Year 2002-
03
10 discusses the philosophy of the county’s justice agencies as “therapeutic jurisprudence” 
which seeks to address the underlying causes of crime. In addition, the specific activities report 
for the Adult Probation Department includes a number of “restorative justice indicators” in their 
performance reporting. Furthermore, the findings of Clear and Cannon (2002) mirror our 
perception of the county’s community justice-oriented philosophy. 
SUSTAINABILITY
The Greater Coronado Neighborhood Association Maricopa Adult Probation 
Neighborhood Office partnership has been maintained for a number of years now, without the 
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probation staff and a dedicated commitment to neighborhood supervision, as well as a strong 
commitment by neighborhood residents. The Maricopa County Adult Probation Department has 
reallocated a small amount of funding to support the office and rent, while the neighborhood 
helps with supplies, and on all community service projects. Since the formation, they have 
applied for and received several grants, which they have used to develop neighborhood programs 
or beautification projects. For example, they created a neighborhood garden behind the probation 
office, which is maintained by probationers.  
Essentially, sustainability resulted from a dedication to nontraditional public safety 
strategies. The realization of the strategy was achieved through re-allocation of resources without 
the need for specialized or programmatic funding. The probation department does not perceive 
the partnership to be an add-on program, but an institutionalized way of doing business in high 
crime neighborhoods. 
Contextually, it is also important to note that at the time the partnership was being 
developed, the Maricopa County Probation Department had been seeking to rearticulate their 
mission in effort to improve their effectiveness. An agency-wide development process resulted in 
a vision statement that incorporated a community focus on achieving public safety and increased 
community well-being. This refocusing of the agency’s mission likely set the groundwork for a 
strong partnership with committed partners.  
PARTNERSHIP SUMMARY
Looking at the continued success of the partnership, those we interviewed stressed the 
collegial, collaborative relationship that has existed for years between the two partners. They 
believe that the best way to build capacity within the neighborhood is to have strong leaders and 
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neighborhood association has helped develop consensus in the neighborhood on the importance 
of having the probation office in the neighborhood. At the same time, the probation office has 
shown that the probationers can help improve the community. Each partner that we interviewed 
agreed that the partnership has increased the capacity of the neighborhood with regard to 
developing strengthened formal and informal networks of social control. 
Looking across the conceptual framework components, there are a number of key 
variables that helped the Coronado-probation partnership become a community justice 
partnership model of success: 
Partnership context 
 Pre-existing neighborhood collaborative with dedication to a common goal 
 Strong community geared toward capacity building and problem-solving 
Partner Members 
 Government agency committed to principles of community justice  
 Stability of leadership within organization and government agency—no turnover 
 Commitment of neighborhood residents  
 Community agency knowledgeable about fundraising 
Partnership characteristics 
 Reallocation of resources—no outside funding or specialized funding needed 
 Neighborhood probation office with committed probation officers  
 Strong vertical and very strong horizontal integration—equality in problem-solving 
efforts 
In addition to the successes within the partnership, staff interviewed reported a few 
challenges, though most of the reported obstacles were overcome through the commitment of the 
partner agencies. Challenges include obtaining resident buy-in to the partnership and continually 
keeping the community involved as new residents move in. The partnership is sustained through 
the commitment of a few key individuals, and many involved have stated concerns should any of 
these individuals leave their positions.
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
The Maryland Reentry Partnership Initiative (REP) was developed as an integrated array 
of services designed to link offenders returning from prison to selected neighborhoods in 
Baltimore. As initially conceived, REP provides both pre- and post-release programming, 
housing assistance, substance abuse treatment, mental health counseling, vocational, 
occupational, educational, and other training to released prisoners to facilitate reentry in the 
community, reduce recidivism and enhance public safety.  
The program identifies inmates as they approach their official release date, including 
those to be released under supervision and those to be released without supervision. The key 
eligibility criteria for participation in REP is that the inmate will be returning to one of three 
neighborhoods in Baltimore, as defined by the zip code where the offender will live upon 
release. Primary goals of REP include: 
 Enhancing public safety by reducing recidivism among the ex-offender population; 
 Increasing offender accountability and community reparation; and 
 Increasing community and correctional capacity to adequately assess offender needs and 
identify community resources to match assessed needs. 
These goals include outcomes at the individual, community, and systems-level. 
Incorporating lessons learned from research and strategies over the years REP: 
 provides a continuous support structure of programs and services to assist returning 
offenders in the reintegration process (individual);  
 includes the local community, strengthening the community through its active role in the 
process and building informal social control (community); and,  
 has a structure that is based on an inter-organizational partnership between the Maryland 
Division of Corrections, the Enterprise Foundation, the Mayor’s Office on Criminal 
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organizations, among others (systems). 
The REP program is a community justice partnership joining criminal justice and other 
public agencies with local community organizations to provide continuous support and services 
to soon-to-be released prisoners and released prisoners throughout the process of prisoner 
reentry. Each partner within this collaborative relationship has specific roles and responsibilities 
related to the key programmatic objective of strengthening ex-prisoners’ human capital and 
communities social capital to assist them in becoming productive members of the community. 
REP began in 1999, as a grassroots initiative with little funding, to address the growing problems 
associated with prisoner reentry in Baltimore. The program has grown and evolved over time. 
Initially, program operations served prisoners returning to three communities within the city of
Baltimore. With the availability of federal funding under the Serious Violent Offender 
Reintegration Initiative (SVORI), REP received funding to expand to two additional 
communities in 2003.  
By engaging the community as active partners in the process of reintegration, REP 
envisions the development of stronger communities and stronger community organization that 
can exercise informal social controls. To do this, the initiative focuses on augmenting the 
community’s capacity to exercise informal social control by more effectively and efficiently 
utilizing its current structure and resources. REP established partnerships with correctional 
agencies and community organizations that expanded the communities’ ability to both monitor 
and support returning offenders’ activities through targeted efforts. Through collaboration and 
cooperation, REP works to ensure that efforts are strategic and targeted; an released prisoner can 
easily access the programs and services that best address his short- and long-term needs; and 
strong oversight of a returning prisoner’s activities is administered, which thereby increased 
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toward expanding the capacity of the community to ensure a prisoner’s successful reentry by 
identifying needs, matching resources that address identified needs, and providing greater 
supervision throughout the long-term transition process.  
DESIGNATION OF REP AS “SUCCESSFUL” PARTNERSHIP 
Although REP has not been evaluated, Enterprise staff are tracking recidivism rates of 
REP clients. In September 2003, we were given the following statistics for clients from the three 
neighborhoods: Of 209 REP clients to date (from the inception of the program), only 2 percent 
had committed new crimes, 5 percent had technical violations and 7 percent had 
“noncompliance” orders issued. In addition to keeping recidivism low among clients, REP has 
been successful in instituting systems change. Prior to REP, there was a perception that there was 
overlap between services and agencies, duplication of efforts, and gaps in service. Through these 
new coordinated efforts, new positions, and structured reentry process, staff indicated that the 
agencies have become more efficient in serving soon to be released and returning prisoners.  
THE PARTNERSHIP IN PRACTICE 
At the time of our site visit in August 2003, REP was beginning to expand their model 
statewide, but also remained focused on serving returning prisoners in four targeted zip codes 
that encompass three Baltimore neighborhoods—Druid Heights, Sandtown-Winchester, and 
Greater East Baltimore. At that time, the program served approximately 15-20 returning 
prisoners per month per neighborhood. These sites were chosen by REP because of the 
disproportionate number of offenders returning to these areas. Due to the number of partners 
involved and the variation in strategic efforts across the three neighborhoods, we chose to focus 
on only one of the three neighborhoods—Greater East Baltimore.  
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from prison. The client goes through an intake and assessment process at both RWG and GATE. 
Express Jobs is a service offered through GATE that establishes immediate employment (albeit 
temporary) for the ex-offender.  
THE SITE VISIT 
During the month of August (2003) we visited a number of key partners involved in REP 
in Greater East Baltimore. At the time, the partnership was fully operational. The neighborhoods 
of Greater East Baltimore span most of East Baltimore and include a number of smaller 
communities. The overall population is 21,052; 89 percent of the residents are African-
American. There are a total of 7,557 households, of which 44 percent are single-parent 
REP’s model is based on incorporating a pre-prison release plan into a strong post-release 
plan. While incarcerated, soon-to-be-released prisoners attend an exit orientation, which is 
designed to introduce them to both the available resources and their expected responsibilities 
upon release. At the time of release, clients meet with a “buddy” or case advocate to assist in the 
immediate transition process. REP then links the released prisoners to a number of services 
through the Chance Center, a centralized one-stop shop that connects individuals with a variety 
of services. There are generally four individuals that serve as the core team to assist the client 
with his reentry plan: the parole officer, a case manager that is part of the East Baltimore 
Community Corporation’s (EBCC) Ready Work Grow (RWG) program, an employment 
specialist through EBCC’s GATE program (Gaining Access to Training and Employment), and 
the case advocate. In addition, inmates are expected to take an active role in developing and 
implementing their plans. The REP strategy includes two years of intensive case management.  
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East Baltimore REP is comprised of roughly 14 partners, the majority of which are 
government agencies. The East Baltimore Community Corporation (EBCC) serves as the main 
community agency within the partnership. The East Baltimore Community Corporation 
functions as the umbrella organization for 26 neighborhood groups and has been in existence 
since 1969. EBCC is a very large organization with over 150 full- and part-time staff. EBCC was 
created as an outgrowth of the East Baltimore Dunbar High School Charette, a comprehensive 
community school. The school was established in response to community concerns with respect 
to drug abuse, housing, and family issues. EBCC provides support for unions and businesses to 
come together to increase community capacity and economic development. The other nonprofit 
that is part of the partnership is Empower Baltimore Management Corporation, which is tasked 
with implementing Baltimore’s empowerment zone strategy. REP also utilizes two research 
partners that provide support in developing performance measures and a more comprehensive 
evaluation plan that can be used to provide formative feedback to program partners. The research 
partners are not evaluating the partnership, but, instead, help the partnership develop research-
based strategies for evidence-based programming. 
When we asked key leaders if there were any partner agencies missing from the 
partnership, a few stated that the Division of Pretrial Services had decided not to participate in 
the partnership. Table B-5 lists the key partnership members and their institutional sector.  
Partner Agency Leadership
The Partner Members 
Each of the government agencies had leaders who were committed to collaboration 
around the development of a reentry strategy. Of all the government agencies, the Maryland 
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Partner  Institutional  Sector 
Maryland Division of Correction 
(MDOC) 
Government,  State 
Maryland Division of Parole and 
Probation (DPP) 
Government,  State 
Mayor’s Office on Criminal Justice 
(MOCJ) 
Government,  Local 
The Enterprise Foundation Private foundation 
The Mayor’s Office of Employment 
Development
Government,  Local 
Baltimore Police Department  Government, Local 
The Mayor’s Domestic Violence 
Coordinating Committee 
Government,  Local 
Empower Baltimore Management 
Corporation 
Nonprofit 
State’s Attorney’s Office   Government, State 
Governor’s Workforce Investment Board  Government, State 
Department of Juvenile Services  Government, State 
The Department of Health and Mental 
Hygiene 
Division of Correction (MDOC) is the central partner agency. A number of high-ranking 
executives at the MDOC initiated the ideas for developing new reentry programming. The 
Assistant Commissioner in the Division at the time and the Commissioner were dedicated to 
reentry planning and worked to “sell” the idea to the frontline and management staff. The 
Level 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
3 
3 
3 
3 Government,  State 
East Baltimore Community Corporation 1  Nonprofit  
Research Partners:  
(a) Urban Institute 
(b) Bureau of Governmental  
  Research 
2 
MDOC had entered into discussions with leaders at the Enterprise Foundation and together, the 
MDOC and the Enterprise Foundation began to bring in other government partners that included 
the Baltimore Police Department, the Maryland Division of Parole and Probation and the 
Mayor’s Office of Criminal Justice. Key leaders of each of these agencies began to meet 
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these key leader roles with regard to the government agencies. 
In addition to the MDOC’s committed philosophy of prisoner reentry, the Division of
Parole and Probation was simultaneously adopting a philosophy of proactive community 
supervision. Proactive community supervision is a problem-solving model of offender 
management that focuses on the development of a strong relationship between the field 
supervision officer and client. The model incorporates drug testing, treatment, sanctions, and 
incentives into its framework. This framework can be seen as a strong complement to a 
restorative justice approach to serving returning prisoners. 
Partner Agency Resources
For the first few year of the partnership, all agencies were mostly donating their time and 
resources to the partnership. Each team member brought a variety of resources, but at the onset, 
the donated resources mainly comprised the time taken to meet regularly to develop a strategic 
plan. The Enterprise Foundation was the first to contribute with a small amount of money, 
followed by the Mayor’s Office of Criminal Justice. Additional resources included a wide range 
of assistance from the Office of Justice Programs (OJP). Basically, OJP helped “manage” a 
national reentry partnership demonstration that involved eight jurisdictions—including 
Baltimore, but did not attach any funding to the initiative. The OJP put forth a basic reentry 
infrastructure that emphasized collaborative involvement of corrections, probation/parole, law 
enforcement, and various community organizations and service providers. The OJP helped 
facilitate information sharing and provided on-site reviews by federal justice staff, and support 
for multi-site cluster conference meetings. After a short time, the Baltimore partners realized that
a full-time project director was needed for such a large effort and began to search for funding in 
hope of hiring a dedicated project director. Together, the partner agencies applied for a Byrne 
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hired. The project director at the time was an employee of the Mayor’s Office of Criminal Justice 
who had been very involved in other problem solving, crime prevention collaboratives such as 
the federal HotSpots initiative and Weed and Seed. She expressed her interest in the position and
was soon hired. Because the partner members felt that the partnership would be strengthened by 
having an intermediary with community contacts as the lead agency, the new project director 
was hired as staff of the Enterprise Foundation. 
The lead community agency, the East Baltimore Community Corporation (EBCC), is 
well connected to the community and has a large budget that includes roughly 5 to 8 million 
dollars for direct provision of human services and 7 to 10 million dollars for development. EBCC 
has a wide range of programmatic resources that it can offer returning prisoners and the larger 
community. Through the Chance Center, and in partnership with other organizations and 
institutions such as Johns Hopkins University, EBCC helps to provide preventive and 
comprehensive health care, substance abuse treatment, job development, GED courses, literacy 
courses, and youth initiatives such as in-school vocational training programs for high school 
students, mentoring, and after-school programs.  
The strategic planning process of the partnership (described in later sections) was 
designed to pinpoint particular gaps in neighborhood resources available to serve returning 
prisoners. At the outset of the partnership, a few key agencies, with limited resources, came 
together to create a detailed plan to develop the full breadth of resources that would be needed to 
successfully serve returning prisoners. 
Partner Agency Orientation 
The EBCC was a natural partner for REP. The Executive Director of EBCC sat on the 
Board of the Enterprise Foundation and had a strong history of working to encourage the 
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Division of Parole and Probation prior to REP. Staff stated that this relationship has evolved and 
grown even stronger as REP has grown. 
The Enterprise Foundation, which serves as the intermediary to the partnership, has a 
strong reputation for supporting Baltimore communities in providing affordable housing, safer 
streets and access to jobs and childcare. As a result, all key partners agreed that the Enterprise 
Foundation was the most appropriate to serve as lead agency. Furthermore, a few people 
interviewed stated that because the Enterprise Foundation was trusted by community agencies, 
the instant credibility instilled by these strong relationships helped with transition the community 
agencies to working with the government agencies. 
A few staff interviewed mentioned that the MDOC, in particular, did not have a history 
of working with community agencies. Key leaders mentioned that there was tension at the outset 
of the partnership when community services providers and the MDOC were first brought 
together, but the tension soon dissolved as the MDOC, the local police and other government 
agencies demonstrated their commitment to providing a comprehensive reentry strategy. 
Partnership Characteristics 
Structural Complexity of the Partnership 
REP-Greater East Baltimore is a complex partnership involving two very large 
community agencies and a large number of both state and local government agencies. There is 
one lead community agency—Greater East Baltimore Community Corporation—that helps to 
rally resident support and encourages ties to a variety of community service providers. In 
addition to the direct services provided by EBCC’s Chance Center, a host of services are 
provided by a number of loosely affiliated service providers that span various service sectors 
such as substance abuse treatment, health, and employment. Staff indicated that there were a few 
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opted to not participate in the partnership. In addition, a number of staff suggested that support 
from housing agencies or corporations that can provide low-income housing or housing for at-
risk populations was sorely needed. 
Lead Agency Type and Leadership  
The Enterprise Foundation serves as the lead agency for REP and basically acts as an 
intermediary to manage the partnership. The Enterprise Foundation has a dedicated project 
director for REP. Those interviewed stressed that the role of the intermediary helped the 
partnership learn to better leverage resources and provided a strong link to reestablish 
communication or overcome obstacles when setbacks occurred. Respondents said such a lead 
agency is necessary to bring different organizations together, as well as leverage additional skill 
sets that are needed but not presently represented. The Enterprise Foundation has allowed 
competent partners to take on more roles and responsibilities, while other partners took time to 
build up their resources and begin to contribute as they could when they were ready and able.  
Other respondents stated that the Enterprise Foundation, as a strong leader, has the ability 
to act as an arm that will function on a national level and impact policy and the allocation of 
funds. The Enterprise Foundation pays attention to information coming from the partners and 
knows how to leverage the necessary resources and delegate funding fairly to agencies and for 
needed activities. 
Although the Enterprise Foundation acts as the partnership lead agency, the principles of 
REP are organized around a strategic planning process that allows full involvement and 
representation by all partners. REP’s formal planning process conceptualizes the goals and 
objectives of the program and helps the program respond to both challenges and opportunities in 
a consistent, proactive way. The planning process also focuses on mechanisms that will allow for 
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ongoing assessment of the programs goals, activities, and outcomes at the individual, program, 
and community levels. The strategic plan assists REP in developing detailed information about 
key program characteristics including: 
 organizational characteristics;
 inter-organizational linkages;  
 procedures for service delivery;  
 gaps in service delivery; and, 
 community and participant characteristics. 
The REP Steering Committee consists of representatives and agency heads from
government organizations, local nonprofit, and other community based organizations—these are 
the policy decision makers within their respective organizations, or the oversight level. However, 
this is a broad group of over 15 organizations. A similar smaller group, the REP Operations 
Committee,
11 meets in a forum to make decisions about program strategies, action plans, and 
timelines. The representatives in this subcommittee are from both the oversight and supervisory 
level. This group consists of the DOC, DPP, Mayor’s Office on Criminal Justice (MOCJ), the 
Enterprise Foundation (EP), and local community groups. The Community Public Safety 
Subcommittee is a sounding board of local community stakeholders—from local ministers to 
community leaders, and members of law enforcement. This group monitors the program from the 
community perspective. Finally, the Service Provider Network meetings are where the direct 
service providers meet to improve the logistics of what they do, such as improving the 
information exchange network, improving communication and problem solving, sharing 
resources, and generally improving the linkages between the various systems. 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
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Appendix B 175 As described, the partnership is supported by committees at every organizational tier: 
direct services (line staff); the program level (supervisory); and the policy, strategy, and 
organizational level (oversight). Research has shown that commitment at each level is 
theoretically imperative in these types of initiatives. The oversight level guides the partner 
integration and is the level where policy decisions are undertaken. The program level provides 
operational decision-making, and the direct service level activates the service model. The REP 
structure has committees at each level that meet quarterly or more often to discuss REP and solve 
problems. 
Vertical and Horizontal Integration 
As described above, REP’s formal strategic planning process encourages a very vertically 
integrated partnership. REP utilizes a logic model that has been developed with input from all 
key partner staff. The logic model facilitates the creation of specific performance indicators that 
are linked to the programs goals and objectives and allows for the measurement of project 
activities, inputs, and outputs. Once in place, these measures are used by the program to modify 
program activities in response to new opportunities and challenges. Each partner agency 
volunteers for particular roles and activities to implement objectives and overcome any obstacles 
that have arisen. 
Staff interviewed indicated that communication and collaboration is strong throughout 
the partnership. Partners communicate regularly, and in turn, information sharing to bring about 
positive changes at ground level occurs often. For instance, prior to REP, in Maryland, critical
information about the inmate usually did not follow the inmate, comprehensive treatment plans 
were uncommon, and there was little communication between agencies. To address this problem, 
REP created an organizational structure where various governmental and community-based 
organizations meet at different intervals; they discuss problems and solutions and share 
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being lost. In addition, the partnership utilized memoranda of understanding (MOU) to facilitate 
understanding of roles for each partner agency. At the beginning of the partnership, some
organizations and agencies were very obstinate about the language of the MOUs and partners 
will unwilling to sign. However, over time, the key partner leaders convinced the agencies of the 
necessity of MOUs and each agency signed an MOU. Most key leaders felt the MOUs helped 
eased communication lines and avoided possible squabbles down the road, particularly in the 
event of staff turnover at the upper executive levels. However, it should also be noted that one 
partner felt that verbal agreements were more important then written agreements because 
partnerships evolve and grow and as a result, MOUs can become dated quickly. 
Funding and Resources  
As the partnership grew and moved from the planning stages to implementation, staff 
interviewed stated that funding was necessary to staff a number of key positions within REP. 
First and foremost, funding was used to support a dedicated project director. Second, funding 
supported case managers within the target neighborhoods that could work with offenders pre-
release as well as post release. The partnership also realized as they began serving clients that 
more than half of REP clients had nowhere to live upon release. Funds were designated to 
support transitional living programs and rent for subsidized housing.  
In general, many partners stated that as the partnership grew, so did the funding. Key 
partners wrote grants together and leveraged resources in every way possible. As REP began to 
be held up as a national reentry model, the state of Maryland decided to focus on reentry issues. 
As a result, the REP project director was asked to take a position as the state liaison for reentry 
efforts. Although REP lost its strong project director, the success of the program was boosted 
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agencies now (2004) are backed by full support from the Governor’s Office.  
COMMUNITY CONTEXT 
Many key leaders noted that the Baltimore community was “ready” to tackle the issue of
prisoner reentry when the partnership began forming. Some noted that few, if any, households 
had not been impacted by prisoner reentry. “There is an enhanced sensitivity to the by-products 
of criminal justice involvement when so many people in the community are somehow involved 
in the criminal justice system.” In addition, the partnership worked hard to educate constituents 
and expose them to important political issues so that they could advocate for themselves. 
Furthermore, the East Baltimore Community Corporation was already serving ex-offenders in 
numerous capacities and as a result, the community did not have to “buy in” to the effort.  
The partnership idea behind REP is not Baltimore’s first attempt at interorganizational 
crime reduction partnerships in these communities. Baltimore’s communities in general have a 
long history of partnering, as a Comprehensive Community Partnership (early 1990s), Maryland 
HotSpot Communities (late 1990s-present), Weed and Seed (late 1990s–present), and probation-
focused partnerships such as Proactive Community Supervision (PCS) and Breaking the Cycle 
(BTC). Lessons learned from comprehensive initiatives (information-sharing, collaboration), and 
reentry initiatives (individualized treatment plan, continuity of care) were combined to enhance 
reentry services in Baltimore.  
Essentially, everyone we interviewed stated that community readiness was key to the 
success of the REP partnership. The executive level commitment from the MDOC and other 
government agencies, combined with community agencies’ history of working with ex-offenders 
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and comprehensive prisoner reentry programming. 
SUSTAINABILITY
Given the broad financial, political, and programmatic support REP has received from
numerous public and private institutions, many staff interviewed felt that sustaining support for 
continued, and expanded, REP programming is not expected to be problematic. However, many 
staff also cautioned that the “average person” may not care about ex-offenders, so with each new 
MDOC commissioner or mayor, great lengths have to be taken to re-educate officials about the 
need for the partnership and its success in the community. Similarly, the partnership is very 
active in building and maintaining community awareness around and support for prisoner 
reentry. 
To improve chances for sustainability, the Enterprise Foundation has implemented a five-
year plan to move the intermediary out of the partnership relationship. Each year, the community 
agencies must contribute more of their own resources to the partnership. After five years has 
passed, REP staff positions, with the exception of the project director, should be fully funded by 
community agencies.  
PARTNERSHIP SUMMARY
Below, we list the key dimensions that were repeatedly mentioned by partnership staff as 
influencing the success of REP. The variables are outlined below across three main areas: (1) 
partnership context, (2) partner members, and (3) partnership characteristics. 
Partnership context 
 Community readiness to tackle the issue at hand 
 Baltimore’s strong prior experience with problem-solving crime reduction partnerships 
focused on neighborhoods coupled with strong neighborhood groups 
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 Strong, stable leadership of partner members 
 Dedication of the Division of Correction to demonstrate that they can take on 
nontraditional roles and activities (e.g. partnering with community agencies) 
Partnership characteristics 
 Strong lead agency (strong leader); Designation of a community foundation as lead 
agency 
 Involvement by all key agencies needed to achieve goals 
 Strong leveraging of resources 
 Strong vertical and very strong horizontal integration achieved through project oversight 
structure and strategic planning process 
In addition to strengths, a number of partnership issues existed. The issues were mostly 
related to larger issues relating to community contextual conditions. For instance, partner 
members indicated that some of the services that were most needed for returning prisoners were 
the most difficult to provide. The need for safe and drug free housing was enormous, and there 
were few opportunities to provide housing. The partnership began to develop new strategies for 
finding transitional housing once they realized that a large portion of the REP budget was being 
devoted to pay rent for newly released offenders.  
In addition, due to budget cuts in corrections, there were few services provided to 
prisoners while they were incarcerated. A number of staff interviewed stated that perhaps REP 
could have a greater impact if prisoners received pre-release programming. The REP model was 
designed to begin while an individual was still incarcerated; yet REP could only provide some
assistance to prisoners (such basic information on available community services). On the 
community end, some staff indicated that REP met with obstacles when there was turnover in 
staff at the police department. Changes in high-level officials brought changes in policing 
priorities. As a result, REP met with many changes in the level of dedication of police officers to 
the partnership.
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
The Maryland HotSpot Communities Initiative (HSC), launched in 1997 by the 
Governor’s Office on Crime Control and Prevention (GOCCP), under Lt. Governor Townsend, 
supports comprehensive community-based crime reduction strategies in neighborhoods across 
the state. The initiative was implemented statewide, allowing every county to target a high crime
area and apply for focused funding for that area. The neighborhoods were identified by local 
jurisdictions as places where there is a disproportionate amount of crime or fear of crime, and 
where community residents are ready to fight back. Coordination is a key component of the 
initiative, which aims to integrate services across policing, probation, youth services, the 
community, and in some sites, addiction recovery, victim assistance, business revitalization, 
prosecution, and crime prevention through environmental design. The Cherry Hill HotSpot 
Community was one of the original six HotSpot communities in the city of Baltimore. Cherry 
Hill applied for, and received, a portion of money from the $10.5 million in state and federal 
grant funds invested in the original 36 sites over three years. In addition to funds, the sites 
received targeted operational and technical assistance for team building, technical 
troubleshooting, and problem-solving. The sites also received priority consideration for other 
federal and state programs such as Americorps, teen pregnancy prevention programs, and the 
Drug Early Warning System. In subsequent years, original HSC sites applied for continued 
funded; they either added more elements to their sites, added more area to their site, or chose 
another site in the county or city. By 2002, there were 7 planning HSC sites; 41 continuing HSC 
sites; and 21 Hope HSC sites across the state of Maryland. In 2003, the new Governor Ehrlich, 
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revealed his new program, Collaborative Supervision and Focused Enforcement (CSAFE), which 
supplemented the previous administration’s HSC initiative. CSAFE draws on many of the 
successes of the various HSC sites. Some consider CSAFE to be an extension of HSC, as it has 
similar methods and goals as HSC. However, the new governor has described CSAFE as 
“unique.” It supplemented HSC in that existing HSC sites fought for the limited CSAFE 
funding—a reduction from roughly $10 million under HSC to $3 million for CSAFE. Only 47 of 
the existing 61 HSCs were funded as CSAFE sites (including only three of 12 Baltimore sites). 
The Cherry Hill HSC was one of the three Baltimore sites. 
Cherry Hill, Baltimore was originally a planned community, located in the
geographically isolated southern section of Baltimore. It was built in the late 1940s and has the 
largest concentration of public housing east of Chicago. While some of the public housing has 
been razed, much remains. Cherry Hill is also close-knit community and many families have 
lived in the neighborhood for generations.  
DESIGNATION OF CHERRY HILL HSC AS “SUCCESSFUL” PARTNERSHIP 
An evaluation of the Cherry Hill HSC was conducted as part of a larger multi-site 
evaluation of the Maryland HSC initiative. Woods and colleagues conducted a crime trend 
analysis from 1996-2000.
12 The researchers analyzed changes in crime rates for Cherry Hill 
versus for the city of Baltimore as a whole (only non-HotSpot sites). Changes in crime rates were 
examined for three groups of crimes as shown in Table B-6: (1) all Part I offenses, (2) property 
crime, and (3) violent crime.  
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of the HSCs do not follow census tracts, therefore it was difficult to estimate population, 
therefore they made an assumption of constant populations; (2) the figures in Baltimore were 
adjusted for discrepancies in crime reporting (in 1999, numbers were adjusted using a formula 
developed by the FBI). Baltimore city comparisons are based on the adjusted figures. 
Table B-6. Evaluation Findings, Cherry Hill HotSpots Initiative 
1996-1998  
Change in Crime
1996-1999
Change in Crime
1996-2000  
Change in Crime
All Part I 
Cherry  Hill  HSC  -29.37 -34.02 -40.20 
Baltimore City, 
Non-HSC 
-15.49 -11.38 -22.07 
Property Crime  
Cherry  Hill  HSC  -32.46 -37.93 -45.10 
Baltimore City, 
Non-HSC 
-14.77 -14.24 -24.07 
Violent Crime 
Cherry  Hill  HSC 
1996 
 Total Offenses
1,311 
76,113 
949 
60,769 
362 -21.27 -23.76 -27.35 
Baltimore City, 
Non-HSC 
15,344  -18.37 -.05 -14.17 
THE PARTNERSHIP IN PRACTICE 
The main mission of the Cherry Hill HSC initiative is “to fight crime, grime, and increase 
quality of life for neighborhood residents.” The partnership has a neighborhood-based location 
In August 2003—the time of our site visit—the Cherry Hill HSC initiative was 
functioning at a lower level of operation than it had been during the period of state funding. 
CSAFE, Maryland’s new anti-crime initiative, began on July 1, but the contracts had not yet 
been signed. The partners described their partnership status as being in a “funding lull.” Weekly 
partnership meetings have been temporarily suspended, although the neighborhood police officer 
continues to collaborate informally with the neighborhood probation officers. 
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partner members attended monthly “public safety” meetings of all partnership members, in 
addition to a weekly meeting of key partners to discuss specific cases involving residents or 
clients recently arrested or under supervision. The weekly meetings involved a type of loose 
“case management” team, known as the HEAT team, which directly addressed problem cases in 
the neighborhood and other criminal justice issues. A representative from the Baltimore County 
Department of Health, Bureau of Substance Abuse sometimes attended to discuss clients in 
treatment or the number of treatment beds available for new clients. The Heat meetings utilized a 
rotating Chairperson system. 
Over the years, the partnership has been very active in organizing around crime 
prevention. There are numerous block watches in the community, and apartment residents 
participate in a “Nosey Neighbor Campaign” that informally reports on suspicious behavior 
around apartment buildings. The partnership sponsors quarterly neighborhood beautification 
projects and organizes a large celebration annually for National Night Out—part of the National 
Association of Town Watches’ national campaign to increase awareness of neighborhood crime 
and drug problems. 
Other key projects of the partnership include drug treatment and substance abuse 
education, as well as other projects that focus on children. The partnership conducts 
neighborhood walks to bring attention to the large numbers of residents who have been murder 
victims, holds candlelight vigils, and has developed a safe haven program for youth. The 
partnership also works with the Enterprise Foundation to sponsor a reading program, which 
provides books for young children. The program is a six-week program, meant to help children 
establish a library at home. Parents are required to come with their children to read these books 
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was expanded to include a Saturday program, called Cherry Blossom Early Reading. The 
Saturday program brings in artists and illustrators to talk to children and to teach them to draw.  
THE SITE VISIT 
The research team met with representatives of eight of the partner agencies during 
August of 2003 and participated in festivities for National Night Out. We had the opportunity to 
meet clients and talk with residents about their knowledge and perceptions of the partnership. 
During the site visit we asked key leaders not only to discuss past successes with the HSC 
initiative, but also to discuss the current status of partnership, additional plans for sustainability, 
as well as expectations regarding future successful partnership practices.  
The Partner Members 
The partnership also offers community service hours for teenagers by having them
participate in HSC activities, read to the children, and provide food for the needy. Community 
service is part of their school requirement. For the senior citizens, the partnership offers a bingo 
night that involves an escort service for them, bringing them to and from the center if they are 
worried about walking about at night.  
The partnership is currently comprised of thirteen key partners that include a lead 
community agency, two Community Development Corporations, the Enterprise Foundation, one 
tenant association, a nonprofit health center, the State’s Attorney’s Office, and representatives 
from Baltimore County Department of Health, the police department, the Division of Probation 
and Parole, Department of Housing and Community Development, Juvenile Justice Services, and 
Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation. In addition, the Governor’s Office of Crime 
Control and Prevention serves as the key funding partner, and there are additional agencies that 
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Partner  Institutional  Sector 
Cherry Hill 2000  Nonprofit 
Family Health Centers of Baltimore, Inc.  Nonprofit 
Ministerial Alliance 
Loose alliance of neighborhood 
churches 
Baltimore County Department of Health/Bureau of 
Substance Abuse  Government, Local 
Baltimore Police Department, Southern District  Government, Local 
Department of Housing and Community 
Development, City of Baltimore  Government, Local 
Maryland Division of Parole and Probation (DPP)  Government, State 
Department of Juvenile Services  Government, State 
Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation  Government, State 
State’s Attorney’s Office  Government, State 
Cherry Dale Tenants Association   Residents, Community-based 
Cherry Hill Development Corporation  Nonprofit, CDC 
New Creations Community Development 
Corporation 
provide support and services, including the Mayor’s Office. The Cherry Hill Ministerial Alliance
also informally partners with the initiative. Table B-7 lists the partner members by institutional 
sector. 
Level 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1  Nonprofit, CDC 
The Enterprise Foundation 3  Private foundation 
Governor’s Office of Crime Control and Prevention  3  Government, State 
Staff indicated that there were a few notable absences from the partnership—particularly 
the local public housing residents’ council and housing authority. In addition, staff mentioned the 
that the current absence of the police department will make it difficult for the HSC partnership to 
continue in their past form.  
Partner Agency Leadership
The leadership of the community-based agencies has remained stable throughout the 
duration of the HSC initiative. However, there has been a large amount in turnover in key leaders 
from the various government agencies, most of which stemmed from Maryland electing a new 
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were no police officers assigned to the partnership and there has been some indication that the 
new police leadership will not dedicate a police officer to Cherry Hill. Partner members believe 
this development will have a significant negative impact on crime problems. 
Partner Agency Resources
The majority of agencies dedicated their time freely to the partnership. Most agencies 
were very committed to the partnership and key leaders rarely missed a monthly meeting. A 
number of staff noted that the diversity of stakeholders enabled the partnership to problem solve 
issues in a very creative manner, leading to a number of community projects that became very 
popular with residents. The community agencies brought a unique set of skills to the table in that 
they were very successful in their outreach to the community. Community residents were 
familiar with Cherry Hill 2000 and the community development corporations and were eager to 
be part of a committed partnership. 
Partner Agency Orientation 
Staff interviewed believed that all partner members were very open to the partnership 
from the outset, and some stated the community organizations were already well-known and 
active in the community, thus creating a very open and trusting forum for developing a new, 
broad partnership initiative. Fighting crime was high on everyone’s agenda, (i.e., community was 
ready) and Cherry Hill 2000 had already been active in mobilizing the community around crime 
issues. A few partners suggested that the outside state funding facilitated the process of bringing 
a diverse group of stakeholders together.  
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Structural Complexity of the Partnership 
Cherry Hill HSC is a complex partnership mainly involving one very small community 
agency, two Community Development Corporations, a faith based alliance, a large number of 
both state and local government agencies, and a host of other small resident groups. Most of the 
services provided by the partnership are the result of the partnership itself. Targeted clients also 
can receive services from a number of government agencies and through the Family Health 
Center of Baltimore.  
Lead Agency Type and Leadership 
The lead community agency for the Cherry Hill HSC initiative is Cherry Hill 2000. The 
state HSC initiative mandated that each HotSpot community have a community agency as the 
lead agency. Cherry Hill 2000 is a small 501(c)3 nonprofit organization that only has one paid 
employee—the director. The organization has a 20-member board comprised of volunteers. 
Their annual operating budget is approximately $50,000 per year. 
The director of Cherry Hill 2000 is the partnership leader. Many partner member staff 
indicated that the director’s commitment was central to the success of the partnership. 
Community residents also recognized the director as a leader in the community who has helped 
engender trust between residents and government agencies, and in turn, has helped make 
significant strides in improving the quality of life in Cherry Hill.  
The partnership is structured around a very organized leadership process where goals, 
objectives, and specific meeting agendas are set in advance, timelines are developed, and 
feedback is provided at all meetings. Roles and responsibilities were established in the planning 
stages of the partnership. The partnership celebrates all successes, no matter how small. 
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fair. The partnership members with whom we spoke understood that tension was normal, and 
they mentioned that they worked hard to ensure an equitable partnership process, and convert 
any tension or conflict into a positive outcome. 
The partnership emphasizes outreach to the community and continually discusses how to 
expand the partnership member base and energize residents to participate in various ways. 
Basically, all partner leaders agreed that the community must play a key role in the partnership.  
Vertical and Horizontal Integration 
Community residents and community organizations are integrated into the partnership. 
Cherry Hill 2000 encourages the community to participate at all levels of the partnership. During 
the planning stages, the partnership actively recruited churches and community organizations, 
and held focus groups to determine community priorities. The partnership worked hard to 
integrate the police and the probation and parole officers into community life at the beginning of 
the initiative. Staff interviewed stated that before HSC, the community greatly mistrusted the 
police. But after HSC, the police became involved in the community and started a young men’s 
club. In these forums, outside speakers would present on various topics of interest such as 
entrepreneurship and career opportunities. The majority of key partners interviewed believed that 
community has come to trust the police and probation and parole, and that the trusting 
relationships have helped keep crime levels down in recent years.  
Some staff indicated that collaboration was successful because many partner agencies
had strong relationships with other partners before HSC began. For instance, one of the tenant 
councils had been very active it the community since 1989 (eight years before HSC), and had 
already built relationships with the police department and other government agencies.  
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were very strong. They indicated that the weekly meetings of the HEAT team had an extremely 
collaborative atmosphere and facilitated positive relationships with the community. Staff also 
indicated that partner members communicated regularly outside of the partnership and that 
general camaraderie was high. Informal communication assisted with identifying neighborhood 
problems before the problems became unmanageable. Some staff interviewed stressed that 
having a neighborhood facility to use for meetings significantly contributed to a high level of 
partnership functioning.  
Funding and Resources 
During the HSC funding period, which ended in 2002, the initiative had ample resources 
to create a well-functioning partnership that implemented a number of programs and projects that 
currently remain active in the community. The partnership relied on funding for the rent of the 
project space, as well as to provide most of the incidental expenses related to community 
meetings, focus groups and other expenses associated with a variety of the projects that were 
implemented. Many agencies contributed staff time as an in-kind resource, but funding was also 
used to secure dedicated positions for community outreach and mobilization.  
Many staff indicated that, at the height of funding, the partnership was highly successful. 
However, as soon as the state funds ceased, the community organizer position was vacated. One 
partner reiterated that “even in successful partnerships, the loss of funding can mean a loss of 
valuable positions…the partnership is still doing what they can, but the extra funds are helpful 
for things like a full time organizer and a community mobilization fund for local events.” A few 
stated that funding was critical for renting a common space and paying for overhead. 
During the state funding period for HSC, the Cherry Hill partnership participated in 
quarterly meetings with other HSC sites in Baltimore. Many of these meetings were organized as 
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strategies and site successes in overcoming any obstacles. A few partners stated that the meetings 
were very helpful, but some felt that because Cherry Hill had been very successful in bringing a 
variety of stakeholders together, they were “ahead” of the other sites, and ended up providing 
help as opposed to receiving help.  
COMMUNITY CONTEXT 
Cherry Hill is small community somewhat geographically isolated from other 
neighborhoods on the opposite side of Baltimore’s well-known Inner Harbor. Some 
representatives interviewed stated that Cherry Hill’s isolation has a positive side, in that residents 
know each other and are committed to bettering their community. Residents told stories of 
hundreds of families residing in the neighborhood for generations. Everyone interviewed talked 
about his/her community with great pride. In addition, the key leaders interviewed felt strongly 
that, prior to HSC, community residents and the overall community in Cherry Hill had a solid 
foundation of community organizing around crime prevention issues. Many indicated that the 
commitment of the lead community organization was a primary reason that the community 
worked closely to tackle crime and disorder. Staff indicated that, similar to what we found with 
the Reentry Partnership, Baltimore neighborhoods had many strong experiences with community 
collaboratives, which set the foundation for success with the HotSpots Initiative.  
It is also important to note that the larger political context had a negative impact on the 
community in that the partnership saw a great deal of turnover due to changing leadership at the 
state and local government levels. A number of staff interviewed voiced their uncertainty 
regarding the future of the partnership. 
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As stated earlier, the partnership was not fully active by the end of 2003. Cuts in state 
funding led to cuts in staffing, as well as the termination of a number of projects developed by 
HSC. However, the basic foundation of the partnership is somewhat intact, with the exception of 
police department involvement. The Cherry Hill HSC was one of the few Baltimore HotSpot 
partnerships that was successful in sustaining itself (morphing into a CSAFE site) after the initial 
state funding ceased. As stated above, many leaders interviewed believed that the sustainability 
of the initiative was due to the dedication (and strong grant writing skills) of the Cherry Hill 
HSC lead coordinator. In addition, Cherry Hill was somewhat successful in leveraging resources 
(mostly from service providers) to operate a large-scale program on very little funding. 
Partnership members recognized the strong commitment level throughout the partnership of all 
of the members and were eager to continue to be part of a winning effort. At times during the 
partnership, the police officers involved would update the partnership by displaying crime 
statistics. The partner members were continually motivated as crime remained low for the 
duration of the partnership. Basically, receiving regular feedback on crime levels provided the 
impetus for continued hard work.  
Because our research interviews took place as Cherry Hill was waiting for the new state 
contract for CSAFE, the partner members were speculative about the future of the partnership. 
Some felt that if the police were to re-commit to the partnership, the initiative would continue to 
achieve success in keeping crime low. Others stated that it would simply take time to refocus and 
perhaps create new objectives for a new partnership. A few key leaders we interviewed 
suggested that, in hindsight, more effort should have been made during the HSC partnership to 
teach individual partners how to generate their own funds. Almost all partner members stated 
that funding was the largest barrier to sustainability.  
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During the height of HSC, the partnership worked together to provide a variety of service 
activities for everyone in the community. The combination of the partnership safety meetings 
and the involvement from the community groups was very powerful. Important activities 
included direct outreach to at-risk youth, a focus on drug treatment instead of punishment, strong 
community mobilization, and service to and involvement by senior citizens in the community. 
Below, we list the key dimensions that were repeatedly mentioned as influencing the 
success of the Cherry Hill HotSpots Initiative. The variables are outlined below across three 
main components: (1) partnership context, (2) partner members, and (3) partnership 
characteristics. 
Partnership Context 
 Community readiness to tackle the issue at hand 
 Established community group prior to the initiative—Cherry Hill 2000, the umbrella 
organization in Cherry Hill, was created in 1994, three years prior to the HSC initiative  
 Baltimore’s strong prior experience with problem-solving crime reduction partnerships 
focused on neighborhoods coupled with strong neighborhood groups 
Partner Members 
 Strong, stable leadership of community-based partner members 
 Strong grant writing capabilities  
Partnership Characteristics 
 Strong lead agency (strong leader) 
 Involvement by all key agencies needed to achieve goals 
 Strong leveraging of resources 
 Strong vertical and very strong horizontal integration achieved through co-location of 
project in neighborhood facility 
Although the partnership members reported many successes—strong partnership 
functioning, reductions in crime, neighborhood beautification and increases in homeownership—
there were a number of problems that were encountered. The most reported obstacles were 
reductions in funding and institutional problems such as changes in upper level police command 
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probation staff.  
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Fort Myers, Florida, located in Southwest Florida in Lee County, has a population of 
53,000. Ft. Myers has always been considered a distribution hub for cocaine and crack because it 
is the “go-between” of Ft. Lauderdale, Miami and Orlando. Interstate Highway 75 runs through 
the city, facilitating the creation and maintenance of drug markets. In the early 1990s, Fort Myers 
city officials had pinpointed the public housing developments as driving much of the city’s crime 
rate.  
To stem rising crime, the then Executive Director of the Fort Myers Housing Authority 
met with the Police Chief to discuss the possibility of developing a crime prevention partnership. 
FMHA applied for and received its first Public Housing Drug Elimination Grant (roughly 
$250,000). From then on, the FMHA received this great every year that it was offered. When the 
drug elimination grant program was terminated by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), the partnership met to devise a strategy to keep the public housing 
partnership together.  
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
The Ft. Myers Housing Authority (FMHA) consists of seven different housing 
communities, three of them elderly communities. Michigan Court is the largest development 
with 350 units, and has often been considered the most problematic development in terms of 
crime. A Resident Attitude survey conducted by the Drug Elimination Task force in May of 1997 
found that 89 percent of residents believed that the use and distribution of drugs was a serious 
problem (Housing Authority, Drug Elimination Grant Application, August 1997).  
The Ft. Myers Police Department had historically been involved in community policing 
initiatives such as citizens on patrol, citizen police academy, neighborhood watch, and police 
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officers assigned to the housing developments, but they only worked in short shifts. The 
partnership took a new form when an officer was promoted from Major to Sergeant in 1998 and 
was assigned to the developments. He took officers off shift work and assigned them to work in 
specific developments, working more when they were needed during times of high crime. Once 
assigned to a development, the officers began working one-on-one with the managers of the 
complexes.  
A formal contract between the Housing Authority and the Police Department, first drawn 
up as part of the Drug Elimination grant, supports police services in the housing developments 
above baseline services and specifies the role for officers to play. The contract has been revised 
and expanded over time, most recently after the end of the Drug Elimination grant funding. 
Currently, FMHA pays $8,000 per month for police services. Most of this money goes toward 
overtime pay, as the officers in the housing developments are always on call.  
DESIGNATION OF POLICING INITIATIVE AS “SUCCESSFUL” PARTNERSHIP 
Data on the impact of the partnership is limited. There has been no formal evaluation of 
the public housing initiative or any formal or informal community surveys. However, internal 
data supplied by the Fort Myers Police Department, shown below (see Figure B-1), depicts a 
sharp downward trend in raw numbers of reported crime in the housing developments after 1999, 
(the time when the partnership was fully implemented). Compared to the city of Fort Myers, the 
downward trend in crime in the housing developments was much steeper. The percentages 
shown on the graphs represent the year-to-year change in crime (either positive or negative)
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Housing, 1988-2002 
THE PARTNERSHIP IN PRACTICE 
When the partnership first began, Ft. Myers Police Department sat down with the housing 
authority to develop a strategic plan. First, they assigned officers to work in specific housing 
developments. The Institute of Law and Justice helped them institute community policing 
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resident meetings. Officers were able to see that there is a difference in what the officers viewed 
as a problem and what the residents believed the problems were. The officers and housing 
managers conducted surveys and used the results to prioritize residents’ problems and identify 
short-term and long-term goals.  
The officers also began to sit in with the FMHA on the screening process, which is 
conducted for anyone who wants to move into the housing developments. As partners, they 
performed criminal history background checks and worked with FMHA to recommend residents. 
The officer also issued noncompliance letters when residents violated rental agreements. The 
officers and housing managers then worked together to help the residents resolve the 
noncompliance issues and only evicted residents as a last resort. They meet weekly and have 
informal contacts daily. The formal meetings are used to discuss specific problems and issues 
with residents. 
During the HUD grant funding several programs were developed for children, including 
after school programs and day care for parents. After the grant money ceased, these programs 
 To show the community that the officers were working to help the area, they listed even 
the smallest of problems and put them on a timeline. Officers used the timeline to account for 
their successes and build trust with community residents. “If you go in and all of the problems 
are huge, then you’ll have meetings and nothing will be accomplished, and people will become
disaffected and stop coming.” For example, many residents felt that speeding in the development 
was a big problem. The police and housing authority helped arrange for the installation of speed 
bumps in the area. This was an immediate step that they could take, and residents expressed 
gratitude for these small, incremental improvements.  
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during school hours and often pick up truant students and take them to school.  
This partnership has helped form a relationship not only between the police and the 
FMHA, but also between the police and the housing residents. When the partnership started, very 
few residents came to the community meetings. To engage the residents, officers walked door-
to-door, introducing themselves and giving out cards with their pager and work cell phone 
numbers. They let residents know that they were there to help them and try to get them involved 
in their own neighborhood. Resident attendance at community meetings increased dramatically 
because of the work of the officers and housing managers. 
THE SITE VISIT 
The Urban Institute research team visited Ft. Myers in February of 2004. At this time the 
partnership was no longer funded by the HUD Drug Elimination grant, but was still formally 
contracted between the police department and the housing authority.  
Partner Members 
The key partners also worked hand-in-hand with the mayor’s office, the Housing Board, 
and the city council to determine the most effective steps to alleviate broader housing problems. 
Throughout this partnership the executive Director and the chief of police, even when these 
positions have changed, have met formally every two weeks to discuss issues and determine 
goals as well as steps to achieve those goals. 
The Ft. Myers Public Housing Initiative is comprised of three key primary partners, the 
housing authority, the police department and the resident association, and two secondary partners 
(see Table B-8). 
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Level  Institutional Sector 
2  Government, Local 
2  Government, Local 
Partner 
Ft. Myers Housing Authority 
Ft. Myers Police Department 
Public Housing Residents Association 1  Community  Organization 
Housing Board  2  Government, Local 
City of Ft. Myers (Mayor’s Office, City Council)  2  Government, Local 
Partner Agency Leadership
 The executive director, the chief of police, and the police supervisor at the time helped
form the original partnership. However, they were greatly supported by the Mayor, the Housing 
Board, and the City Councilwomen. Prior to the partnership, no relationship existed between the 
police and housing. However, the transition to partnership developed rather seamlessly. The 
then-executive director of the FMHA stated that he went and talked to the chief about what they 
had, what they wanted, and what was needed.  
 During the partnership, leadership problems arose in the form of dissatisfaction with the 
Housing Board (the Board oversees actions of the housing authority and recommends strategies 
for improvement). Residents and the City Council pushed to have the board members replaced 
on the grounds that they did not appear to understand the needs of the community and were not 
taking steps to help the Housing Authority. The Mayor then asked the board members to step 
down. When the board members stepped down, so did the Executive Director of the Housing 
Authority. The Mayor recommended a new board to the City Council and they approved. A 
The Police Department and the housing authority both described themselves as equal 
partners. Both agencies experienced turnover during the partnership in the top leadership 
positions (see Table B-9). However, commitment to the partnership has remained high and both 
agencies continue to provide leadership and resources.  
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that the partnership between the two major agencies remained firm.  
Partner Agency Funding and Resources
The change in the partnership after the termination of the federal grant was mentioned by 
everyone interviewed. During the grant funding, partners said they were able to “dream.” They 
purchased needed equipment and began programs, such as offering breakfast to school age 
children before they caught the bus. When the money ran out, the extra programs ceased. There 
was some pressure for the police department to withdraw from the partnership, but the chief of 
police saw the partnership as a needed and successful tool to increase public safety. Two City 
Councilwomen also encouraged the city to keep the partnership.  
Table B-9. Partner Agency Leadership and Resources, Ft. Myers Public Housing Initiative 
For the new fiscal year, the housing authority decreased the amount of the contract for 
above baseline services from $9,800 to $8,000. However, several interviewees stated that even 
without that money, they believe the partnership would continue because so many people believe 
in its utility.  
Partner  Leadership  In-Kind Resources 
Housing Authority  2 Executive Directors   Currently $8,000/month to 
Police, housing managers 
Police  3 Chiefs, 3 Supervisors of 
Housing, little turnover of 
officers within housing 
Officers, Equipment 
Partner Agency Orientation 
As stated above, there were no pre-existing relationships before the HUD funding. When 
the police first started community policing practices in the housing developments, residents were 
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Appendix B 201 very reluctant to trust the police. However, over time, trust was built using baby steps that the 
police officers took to show their commitment to the residents. 
Partnership Characteristics 
Lead Agency Type 
Leadership is shared equally by the police department and the housing authority, 
although they took slightly different roles during the development stage. The police took a very 
proactive role in engaging the community members and building a presence in the community, 
while Housing Authority was described as more reactive. The police often identified strategies 
needed to address the issues and worked together with partner agencies to implement the 
strategies.  
Communication among the leaders of partner agencies has been a strong point. The 
Mayor stated that he spoke with the Chief of Police at least once a week and met formally with 
him every two weeks. Similarly, the executive director of the housing authority meets with the 
officer in charge of the housing initiative and the other assigned police officers on a weekly 
basis. There is a consensus among the members of the partnership, and although there are some
conflicts, they are able to work past them. The advice of the chief of police is that the housing 
authority management, the residents, and the police department must have a trusting working 
relationship.  
Structural Complexity 
The Ft. Myers initiative has a simple partnership structure in that there are only three key 
partners: the police department, the housing authority and the residents association. The Housing 
Board and the City of Ft. Myers are not integral partners in the initiative.
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The partnership is well integrated. Police and Housing Managers attend all community 
meetings and address the issues that residents feel are important, such as installing speed bumps 
to curb speeding. In the past, residential surveys were also conducted to determine the needs of 
the residents.  
Police are available on call and share information regularly with housing managers. 
Administrative level staff and street level staff communicate with each other regularly within the 
partnership. As was mentioned above, the Chief of Police and the Mayor meet formally every 
other week and speak to each other once or twice a week. The Executive Director and the Chief 
speak to each other often. And the housing police supervisor, and often the Executive Director of 
FMHA, attend the weekly meetings between the housing managers and police officers. 
One important contributing factor to integration was the stability in the policing of the 
developments. Over the course of the partnership, there was little turnover of the officers who 
were assigned in the field. Most turnover, when it occurred, was due to retirement or promotion, 
not simply reassignment to other duties. As a result, several officers have worked in their areas 
for over six years. 
Funding and Resources 
The Drug Elimination Grant was the impetus behind the formal partnership. The grant 
funding provided a host of resources, most of which were lost when the funding ended. 
However, the foundation for the partnership had been laid, and the partnership remains strong 
today with the housing managers and residents donating their time to the partnership. In addition, 
although the FMHA pays the police for above baseline services, it is obvious that the police 
officers go beyond the terms of the contract in providing services to the residents. Other than 
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A successful outgrowth of the partnership was a local curfew developed for the area 
comprising the housing developments. Community leaders worked with the police department to 
solicit the city council people for a curfew. Within three months, the curfew was instilled 
citywide. Many partners interviewed stated that the implementation of the curfew exemplified 
the positive impact of collaboration. 
COMMUNITY CONTEXT 
Ft. Myers is a community that appears to be relatively close-knit. Those interviewed 
stated that there exists a strong feeling of community pride in Ft. Myers and residents believe in 
adding their voice to community development activities. As was mentioned above, it appears to 
have been fairly easy for the key administrative leaders to collaborate. In fact, as researchers 
entering into the community, we noted the ease in which we were able to speak with all key 
administrators, including the Mayor and Chief of Police. The feeling that emanates from the city 
is that cooperation is vital to improvement. In fact, when the Mayor took office the first year, he 
raised taxes 34 percent, but the residents accepted this raise as part of the process of community 
betterment and well-being. 
Another important point to highlight is that crime was at its height in the Fort Myers 
public housing developments in the mid-1990s. The residents were frustrated with the state of 
crime and were demanding improvements. A few key leaders stated that the residents, although 
they may have originally not trusted the police, were anxious for a patrol presence.  
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Although the partnership is no longer providing extensive community services for the 
residents of the community, the partnership is still strong. The police department and FMHA 
communicate and work together well. Several of the police department employees stated that 
even if the Housing Authority ceased the funding for above baseline services, the partnership 
would continue. The Mayor appears very committed to improving the well-being of residents in 
public housing and is currently working with city officials to develop proposals to obtain Hope 
VI funding for public housing redevelopment.  
PARTNERSHIP SUMMARY
Below, we list the key dimensions that were repeatedly mentioned as influencing the 
success of Public Housing Initiative. The variables are outlined below across three main 
components: (1) partnership context, (2) partner members, and (3) partnership characteristics. 
Partnership Context 
 Community readiness to tackle the issue at hand 
 Federal funding 
Partner Members 
 Strong, stable leadership of partner members 
 Commitment from high-level city executives (mayor, chief of police) 
 Dedication of police officers on frontline 
Partnership Characteristics 
 Involvement by all key agencies needed to achieve goals 
 Heavy resident involvement  
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(IN ALPHABETICAL ORDER, TOOL NUMBERS CORRESPOND TO TABLE 6-1) 
CHARACTERISTICS OF TOBACCO CONTROL COALITIONS SURVEY 2002 TOOL NO. 21  
T H E C I V I C I N D E X TOOL NO. 1  
COMMUNITY COALITION ACTIVITY  SURVEY TOOL NO. 13 
C O M M U N I T Y K E Y L E A D E R S U R V E Y TOOL NO. 5 
COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONAL ASSESSMENT TOOL  TOOL NO. 24 
C O N S U L T A T I O N O P P O R T U N I T Y L I S T TOOL NO. 12 
EFFECTIVE COLLABORATION: ROLES THAT MAKE IT WORK TOOL NO. 14 
EMERGING  LEADERSHIP  PRACTICES  TOOL NO. 3 
EVALUATION GUIDEBOOK, FOR PROGRAMS FUNDED BY S.T.O.P.  
FORMULA  GRANTS;  CHAPTER  10 TOOL NO. 15 
EVALUATION’S ROLE IN SUPPORTING INITITATIVE SUSTAINABILITY TOOL NO. 22 
THE GOODNESS OF COLLABORATION: ALL PARTICIPANT SURVEY TOOL NO. 19  
HANDBOOK ON COALITION BUILDING TOOL NO. 4 
INTERORGANIZATIONAL NETWORK  SURVEY TOOL NO. 10 
LEVEL OF INSTITUTIONALIZATION: (LOIN) SCALES FOR HEALTH PROMOTION TOOL NO. 23 
LOCAL COLLABORATIVE ASSESSMENT OF  CAPACITY  TOOL NO. 20 
MULTIFACTOR LEADERSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEAMS TOOL NO. 8 
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT QUESTIONNAIRE TOOL NO. 9 
P L A N Q U A L I T Y I N D E X TOOL NO. 2 
RECLAIMING FUTURES YOUTH SERVICES NETWORK ANALYSIS SURVEY TOOL NO. 16 
S E N S E O F C O M M U N I T Y I N D E X TOOL NO. 18 
STRENGTHENING PARTNERSHIPS: COMMUNITY SCHOOL CHECKLIST TOOL NO. 6 
SURVEY OF COLLABORATIVE MEMBERS: SPRING 1999 TOOL NO. 17 
WE DID IT OURSELVES: A GUIDE BOOK TO IMPROVE THE WELL-BEING OF
CHILDREN THROUGH COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  TOOL NO. 7  
WORKING TOGETHER: A PROFILE OF COLLABORATION  TOOL NO. 11 
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Community Key Leader Survey 
The purpose of this brief survey is to quickly gauge your assessment of childhood and youth injury prevention in 
your community. This information will be important for contextualizing the data collected in the Think First for 
Kids Evaluation Project. Please circle the responses that apply to the current childhood and youth injury
prevention efforts in your community. The questionnaire should take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. 
Once you have completed the questionnaire, you can either return it by mail, using the addressed envelope 
enclosed in this package, or you can fax it to the St. Michael’s Hospital Injury Prevention Research Office at
(416) 864-5017. If you have any questions about this questionnaire, please do not hesitate to contact Dr. Michael 
Cusimano at the Injury Prevention Research Office by phone at (416) 864-5312 or by e-mail at 
injuryprevention@smh.toronto.on.ca.   
Your involvement in this project is essential to a better understanding of how injuries can be prevented. 
SECTION I: Directions: For the following questions, circle the response that best fits your answer.
Not at
all True
Slightly 
True 
Moder-
ately 
True 
Very 
True 
1. I am aware of programs in my community which address 
childhood and youth injury prevention  1  2  3  4 
2. I spend time collaborating with others concerning the 
prevention of childhood and youth injuries in my community.  1  2  3  4 
3. I don't know why childhood and youth injury prevention is so 
important for communities to address.  1  2  3  4 
4. I am interested in learning more about community-related 
childhood and youth injury prevention programs.  1  2  3  4 
5. I believe injury prevention among children and youth is 
important.  1  2  2  4 
6. I am not certain why some individuals consider childhood and 
youth injury prevention important.  1  2  3  4 
7. I am not interested in becoming actively involved in improving 
childhood and youth injury prevention programs in my
community. 
1  2  3  4 
8. I don't know what programs in my community address 
childhood and youth injury prevention. 1  2  3  4 
9. I am interested in more information on the time and energy
commitments that a community-related childhood and youth 
injury prevention program would require. 
1  2  3  4 
10. I know which childhood and youth injury prevention 
programs serve my community.  1  2  3  4 
11. I can distinguish the type of services offered by the  
 childhood and youth injury prevention programs in my
community. 
1  2  3  4 
12. I am concerned about whether my community has sufficient 
childhood and youth injury prevention programs.  1  2  3  4 
13. I am not involved with the childhood and youth injury
prevention programs in my community.  1  2  3  4 
Survey ID___________ 
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SECTION II: Directions: For the following questions, circle the response that best fits your answer.
Decreased 
a Lot 
Decreased 
a Little 
Not
Changed 
Increased
a Little 
Increased
a Lot 
14. In the last 12 months, my personal concern for 
childhood and youth injury prevention in my
community has: 
1  2  3  4  5 
15. In the last 12 months, my personal knowledge of
the risk factors that contribute to childhood and youth 
injury has: 
1  2  3  4  5 
16. In the last 12 months, my personal knowledge of
community programs that address childhood and youth 
injury prevention has: 
1  2  3  4  5 
17. In the past 12 months, my personal involvement 
in organized activities for the prevention childhood 
and youth injury has: 
1  2  3  4  5 
Directions: For the following questions, circle the  response that describes your organization (e.g. school)
Not at
all True 
Slightly
True 
Moderately
True 
Very
True 
Don't know
enough to judge 
18. My organization is involved with childhood and 
youth injury prevention programs in our
community. 
1  2  3  4  5 
19. Members of my organization are currently 
learning which childhood and youth injury
prevention programs exist in our community
1  2  3  4  5 
20. My organization has a written policy concerning 
the use of childhood and youth injury prevention by
employees. 
1  2  3  4  5 
21. In general, staff in my organization know which 
childhood and youth injury  prevention programs 
serve our community
1  2  3  4  5 
22. As part of its mission, my organization is 
concerned with the prevention of injury among 
childhood and youth. 
1  2  3  4  5 
23. Members of my organization are assigned to 
collaborate with others concerning the prevention 
injury in our community. 
1  2  3  4  5 
24. My organization is interested in information on 
the time and energy commitments that a community
related child and youth injury prevention program
would require
1  2  3  4  5 
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Not at
all True 
Slightly
True 
Moderately
True 
Very
True 
Don't know
enough to judge 
25. In general, staff in my organization can 
distinguish the types of services offered by different 
child and youth injury prevention programs in our 
community. 
1 2  3  4  5 
26. In general, staff in my organization is aware of 
community programs that address child and youth 
injury prevention. 
1  2  3  4  5 
SECTION III: Directions: For the following questions, circle the response that best fits your answer.
Decreased
a Lot 
Decreased
a Little 
Not
Changed 
Increased
a Little 
Increased
a Lot 
Don't know
enough to judge 
27. In the past 12 months, our 
organization's involvement in our 
community for addressing child and youth 
injury prevention has: 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
28. In the last 12 months, our 
organization's exchange of information 
with other organizations concerning the 
prevention of child and youth injury has: 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
29. In the last 12 months, our 
organization's referrals to or from other 
organizations concerning the prevention
of child and youth injury has: 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
30. In the last 12 months, our 
organization's sharing of resources (e.g. 
equipment, supplies) with other 
organizations concerning the prevention
of child and youth injury has: 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
31. In the last 12 months, our 
organization's co-sponsoring events with 
other organizations concerning the 
prevention of child and youth injury has: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
32. In the last 12 months, our 
organization's coordinating services with 
other organizations concerning the 
prevention of child and youth injury has: 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
33. In the last 12 months, or
organization's undertaking joint projects 
with other organizations concerning the 
prevention of child and youth injury has: 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
34. In the last 12 months, our 
organization's participation in media 
coverage concerning the prevention of 
child and youth injury has:
1  2  3  4  5  6 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
Injury Prevention Research Office      Page 3 of 11
St. Michael’s Hospital Tri-Ethnic Center for Prevention Research 
Community Key Leader Survey 
SECTION IV: Directions: For the following questions, circle the response that best fits your personal opinion.
Not at all
True
Slightly
True 
Moderately
True 
Very
True 
35. I am aware of specific programs offered to employees and 
their families in the workplace which address child and youth 
injury prevention. 
1  2  3  4 
36. I am aware of specific programs offered to employees and 
their families in the workplace which address child/youth and 
spouse injury prevention. 
1  2  3  4 
37. It is very effective to offer child and youth injury
prevention 
resources to employees and their families at their workplace. 
1  2  3  4 
38. It is very effective to offer child/youth and spouse injury
prevention resources to employees and their families at their 
workplace. 
1  2  3  4 
39. My organization would be quite willing to make available 
child and youth injury prevention resources to employees and 
their families.
1  2  3  4 
40. My organization would be quite willing to make available 
child/youth and spouse injury prevention resources to 
employees and their families 
1  2  3  4 
SECTION V: Directions: For the following questions, circle the response that best fits your personal opinion.
Very 
Significant 
Concern
Significant
Concern
Some 
Concern 
Little 
Concern 
Not a 
Concern 
41. How significant a concern do you feel that 
childhood and youth injuries are in your
community? 
1  2  3  4  5 
42. In your opinion, how much of a concern do 
the leaders in your community view childhood
and youth injuries in your particular 
community?  
1  2  3  4  5 
43. In your opinion, how much of a concern 
does the general public in your community view 
childhood and youth injuries in your particular 
community?  
1  2  3  4  5 
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SECTION VI: Directions: For the following questions, circle the response that best fits your personal opinion.
Very 
Strongly 
Supportive
Strongly 
Supportive
Somewhat 
Supportive 
Not Very 
Supportive 
Not 
Supportive 
at all 
44. In your opinion, how supportive are the 
leaders in your community of the childhood and 
youth injury prevention programs? 
1  2  3  4  5 
45.  In your opinion, how supportive are the 
general public in your community of the 
childhood and youth injury prevention 
programs? 
1  2  3  4  5 
46. How supportive is the community of 
childhood and youth injury prevention in terms 
of volunteerism?
1  2  3  4  5 
47. How supportive is the community of 
childhood and youth injury prevention in terms 
of providing financial resources?
1  2  3  4  5 
48. Which of the following statements best describes your organization? 
   Injuries are a fact of life and they are a normal part of it. 
   There is no problem with injuries in the community.  
   The problem can’t be changed because injuries are inevitable. 
   People recognize the injury issue but are not presently planning to address the problem. 
   The injury problem is recognized and people are planning to address the issue. 
   One or two programs are operating. 
   A number of programs are operating. 
   Many programs are in place with effective training programs, implementation strategies, ongoing 
evaluation with the opportunity for revisions and long-term sustainability. 
49. Who provides resources and services to deal with childhood and youth injury prevention? (Please check all
the answers which apply. Of the answers you have checked, please underline the group that is most 
supportive of childhood and youth injury prevention in your community.) 
□ Public Health Units 
□ Schools 
□ Community Centers 
□ Police 
□ Fire Department 
□ Social Services
□ Health Clinics 
□ Hospitals 
□ Safe Communities Organizations 
□ Neighborhood Watch
□ Service Clubs (i.e. Rotary) 
□ Religious Groups 
□ Youth Groups 
□ Other ____________________
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.Tri-Ethnic Center for Prevention Research 
Community Key Leader Survey
Injury Prevention Research Office      Page 6 of 11
St. Michael’s Hospital 
50. Are you aware of any policies or other measures taken within your community to reduce childhood and 
youth injuries, such as playground safety policies or traffic calming measures? If so, please list the policy or 
measure and the organization(s) responsible for these? 
51. Are there other groups or individuals involved in childhood and youth injury prevention in your community 
who you feel we should contact? (Please list name, telephone number and e-mail address) 
52. Are there any additional comments that you would like to highlight regarding childhood and youth injury
prevention needs, programs and resources in your community? 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
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SECTION VII: Directions: Please take a moment to circle the answers to the following questions about yourself. 
53. GENDER - Which one describes your sex?
1. Male 
2. Female 
56. OCCUPATION - Which of the following 
categories describes your occupation? 
(Circle the best one choice) 
 Education 
 Health 
Executive, Director or Services Manager
 Professional 
 Technical 
 Sales 
Administrative support (e.g., clerical, 
secretarial) 
 Service 
 Industrial 
0. Homemaker 
1. Unemployed
2.  Other (please specify) ________________ 
54. AGE - Which of the following categories includes 
your age?  
1. Under 35 years old 
2. 36 to 45 years old 
3. 46 to 60 years old 
4. 61+  
55. Who provides resources and services to deal with 
childhood and youth injury prevention? (Please check 
all answers which apply. Of the answers checked, 
please underline the group that is most supportive of 
childhood and youth injury prevention in your 
community.)
  Public Health Units  
  Schools 
  Community Centers 
  Police 
  Fire Department 
  Social Services 
  Health Clinics 
  Hospitals 
  Safe Communities Organizations 
  Neighborhood Watch 
  Service Clubs (i.e. Rotary) 
  Youth Groups 
  Other________________
57. TYPE OF ORGANIZATION - Which of the
following categories describes your organization?
(Circle the best one choice)
1. Private Business (for profit) 
2. Government Agency
3. Non-Profit Private Social Agency
4. Religious Organization 
5. School
6. Other (please specify) _____________ 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
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58. EDUCATION - What is the highest level of 
education that you completed?  
1. Eighth grade or less 
2. Some high school 
3. High school graduate 
4. Vocational school beyond high school
5. Some college 
6. College graduate education 
7. Some graduate education 
8. Graduate degree 
59. LENGTH OF TIME IN CURRENT  
POSITION Which of the following categories 
describes the length of time you've been in your 
current position? (Circle the best one choice)
1. Less than 1 year 
2. 1-2 years 
3. 3-5 years 
4. 5-10 years 
5.10-20 years  
6 More than 20 years                                           
60. List five pieces of information that you would have to know about your community to develop an effective 
injury prevention strategy.  
 1. 
 2. 
 3. 
 4. 
 5. 
61. How would you use information about local injury issues for preventative initiatives?  
62. What kind of resources do you need related to injury prevention to do your job?
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
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INSTRUCTIONS: For the following six questions,  
    mark an X along the continuum
   (as in the sample diagram at right) 
    to best describe your community. 
Dimension A: Community Efforts 
(Programs, Activities, Policies, etc.) 
No community awareness for the need safety programs/activities and no programs are available.
The community is aware of the need for safety programs/activities and they are currently being 
planned. 
Programs/activities are available and evaluation plans are often used to test how effective these 
efforts are by using a wide range of people. New programs and activities are being developed based 
on evaluation data. 
Dimension B: Community Knowledge of the Efforts 
The community has no knowledge of the need for efforts addressing youth and child injury 
prevention. 
Some members of the community have basic knowledge about local injury prevention efforts (i.e. 
purpose). 
Community knows that programs are being evaluated, how programs are evaluated and how well 
the different local efforts are working, including their benefits and limitations. 
X 
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Dimension C: Leadership
(Includes appointed leaders and influential community members.) 
Community leaders do not recognize that reducing injuries is an issue.   
Leaders are part of a committee or committees and are meeting regularly to consider alternatives
and  
make plans toward preventing injuries among children and youth. 
Leaders are continually evaluating the programs and reviewing evaluation results of the efforts and 
are modifying support accordingly.  
Dimension D: Community Climate 
The prevailing attitude is that injuries to children and youth happen and it is an accepted part of 
community life. 
The attitude in the community is “this is our problem” and they are beginning to reflect modest 
support for efforts.        
All major segments of the community are highly supportive, and community members are actively 
involved in evaluating and improving safety efforts and demand accountability. 
Dimension E: Community Knowledge about the Issue 
Injury prevention is not viewed as an issue.   
Community members know that child and youth injuries occur locally and general information 
about injury prevention is available.  
Community members have detailed information about injury prevention issues as well as
information about the effectiveness of local safety programs. 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
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Dimension F: Resources Related to the Issue 
There is no awareness of the need for resources such as people, money, time, or space, to deal with 
safety issues.   
Some members of the community are aware of available resources for this issue and a proposal has 
been prepared, submitted, and may have been approved. 
There is continuous and secure support for programs and activities, evaluation of the programs is 
routinely expected and completed, and there are substantial resources for trying new efforts in 
preventing injuries. 
Thank you for your time and effort.  
Please place survey in return envelope. If you wish to participate in the telephone interview, please 
see the yellow information sheet and consent form and return one signed copy in the enclosed 
envelope. No postage is necessary. 
All responses are treated with confidentiality.
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This tool is both a planning document and a way to let community stakeholders and DHS know more about potential ATOD prevention partners in 
the entire area served by your agency’s program.  The tool is designed to help you identify opportunities to infuse ATOD into existing services, not 
to find places to start up new services. 
The list will need to be periodically updated, as it was a required task to develop this initial list in FY01.  This list should assist your agency in 
planning consultation activities for section II of your work plan. 
DHS recognizes that some of you may have very large service areas and may need to create the list for individual communities.  For this reason, even 
though it would benefit you to have a Consultation Opportunity List for your entire service area, your agency may select a specific area or 
community to identify organizations to include in the listing.  When selecting a specific community, you should select a community with strengths 
already in place where ATOD services could be infused.  Please keep in mind that the purpose of the tool is to help you find natural networks and 
resources within the community to bring on board for ATOD prevention efforts.  You should not select a community solely because it is an under-
served area.  If you have a completed list for 1 area in your service area, you may chose and create a new list for an additional area. 
Please submit whatever information you have collected through December 31, with your Semi-Annual Evaluation Progress Report due January 25. 
The Consultation Opportunity List should be fully completed and enclosed with your year-end Evaluation Progress Report due July 25.  Please do 
not attach the list to your reports, just submit it with the reports.  
Rating Scales  (for use in columns 3 and 4 on the following page)
Column 3 - “History of Contact”  Column 4 - “Level of Readiness” 
0  No contact between our prevention services and organization
1  Minimal contact between our prevention services and organization
2  Regular contact between our prevention services and organization 
3  Coordinated programs / services between our prevention  
 services and  organization 
4  High level of collaboration between our prevention services and 
  organization
0  No contact between our prevention services and organization
1  Little awareness of ATOD prevention issues, or lack of interest from 
 organization 
2  Organization is committed to receiving ongoing ATOD prevention 
training and consultation, if we provide it 
3  Organization already includes some ATOD prevention content as a 
result of the consultation provided 
4  Organization consistently includes best ATOD practices within their 
prevention policies and programs, without our involvement 
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Community or Area Selected: 
If you have selected one community rather than your entire service area, please explain why you chose this community by indicating  
strengths and needs: 
The list should include organizations from each of the following types: schools (private and public), faith organizations with youth groups, 
youth recreation programs, youth social organizations, parent organizations, media outlets, and other community organizations that seem 
relevant to you (civic groups, law enforcement, professional groups, government bodies etc.). 
Name and Type  
of Organization 
Contact Person 
Address 
Phone
History of 
Contact 
Level of 
Readiness 
Note any additional information regarding the contact 
between the organization and prevention staff from  
your agency. 
History of Contact Rating Scale:  0) No contact,  1) Minimal contact,  2) Regular contact,  3) Coordinated programs/services,  4) High level of collaboration 
Readiness Rating Scale:  0) No contact,  1) Little awareness of ATOD issues,  2) Committed to receiving ongoing ATOD consultation,  3)  Already includes some ATOD 
prevention content as a result of consultation, 4) Consistently includes best ATOD practices 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
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Readiness 
Note any additional information regarding the contact 
between the organization and prevention staff from  
your agency. 
History of Contact Rating Scale:  0) No contact,  1) Minimal contact,  2) Regular contact,  3) Coordinated programs/services,  4) High level of collaboration 
Readiness Rating Scale:  0) No contact,  1) Little awareness of ATOD issues,  2) Committed to receiving ongoing ATOD consultation,  3)  Already includes some ATOD 
prevention content as a result of consultation, 4) Consistently includes best ATOD practices
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Name and Type  
of Organization 
Contact Person 
Address 
Phone
History of 
Contact 
Level of 
Readiness 
Note any additional information regarding the contact 
between the organization and prevention staff from  
your agency. 
History of Contact Rating Scale:  0) No contact,  1) Minimal contact,  2) Regular contact,  3) Coordinated programs/services,  4) High level of collaboration 
Readiness Rating Scale:  0) No contact,  1) Little awareness of ATOD issues,  2) Committed to receiving ongoing ATOD consultation,  3)  Already includes some ATOD 
prevention content as a result of consultation, 4) Consistently includes best ATOD practices 
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Name and Type  
of Organization 
Contact Person 
Address 
Phone
History of 
Contact 
Level of 
Readiness 
Note any additional information regarding the contact 
between the organization and prevention staff from  
your agency. 
History of Contact Rating Scale:  0) No contact,  1) Minimal contact,  2) Regular contact,  3) Coordinated programs/services,  4) High level of collaboration 
Readiness Rating Scale:  0) No contact,  1) Little awareness of ATOD issues,  2) Committed to receiving ongoing ATOD consultation,  3)  Already includes some ATOD 
prevention content as a result of consultation, 4) Consistently includes best ATOD practices 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.D
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
 
b
y
 
R
e
g
i
n
a
 
B
a
r
t
u
l
o
v
i
c
h
 
R
i
c
h
a
r
d
s
 
f
o
r
 
C
C
C
/
S
P
F
a
l
l
 
2
0
0
0
E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
C
o
l
l
a
b
o
r
a
t
i
o
n
 
-
 
R
o
l
e
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
M
a
k
e
 
I
t
 
W
o
r
k
E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
C
o
l
l
a
b
o
r
a
t
i
v
e
C
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
t
S
u
b
 
t
a
s
k
/
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
E
v
i
d
e
n
c
e
Q
u
a
l
i
t
i
e
s
 
R
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
 
t
o
 
A
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
 
&
W
h
o
 
c
o
u
l
d
 
d
o
 
i
t
…
I
n
 
o
r
d
e
r
 
f
o
r
 
a
n
y
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
 
l
i
s
t
e
d
 
i
n
  E f f e c t i v e   C o l l a b o r a t i o n   S e l f - A s s e s s m e n t   T o o l  
 
t
o
 
b
e
 
a
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
e
d
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
s
 
m
u
s
t
t
a
k
e
 
p
l
a
c
e
.
 
 
T
h
i
s
 
i
s
 
o
f
t
e
n
 
t
h
e
 
f
i
r
s
t
 
a
n
d
 
f
o
r
e
m
o
s
t
 
o
b
s
t
a
c
l
e
 
f
o
r
 
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
o
r
s
 
w
h
o
 
t
a
k
e
 
o
n
 
a
l
l
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
w
o
r
k
 
a
t
 
e
v
e
r
y
 
l
e
v
e
l
 
f
o
r
 
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
s
.
 
 
L
e
t
’
s
b
r
e
a
k
 
d
o
w
n
 
s
o
m
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
t
a
s
k
s
 
a
n
d
 
l
o
o
k
 
m
o
r
e
 
c
l
o
s
e
l
y
 
a
t
 
s
i
g
n
s
 
o
f
 
s
u
c
c
e
s
s
!
C o l l a b o r a t i v e   a n d   T a s k   G r o u p s   -   M e e t i n g s
A
c
t
i
v
e
 
P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n
 
D
u
r
i
n
g
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g
T
a
l
k
i
n
g
P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
 
f
e
e
l
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
c
e
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
s
 
a
r
e
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
,
 
i
t
s
 
w
o
r
k
 
a
n
d
 
s
u
c
c
e
s
s
 
a
s
 
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
 
b
y
t
h
e
 
f
a
c
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
E
A
C
H
 
P
A
R
T
I
C
I
P
A
N
T
 
c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
e
s
 
a
t
 
l
e
a
s
t
 
o
n
c
e
d
u
r
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
u
r
s
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
.
 
 
C
o
n
v
e
r
s
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
s
 
a
c
t
i
v
e
a
n
d
 
f
l
o
w
i
n
g
,
 
t
h
o
u
g
h
 
t
h
o
u
g
h
t
f
u
l
 
s
i
l
e
n
c
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
t
i
m
e
s
 
o
f
c
o
n
t
e
m
p
l
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
r
e
 
a
c
c
e
p
t
e
d
 
a
n
d
 
w
e
l
c
o
m
e
.
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
t
h
i
n
k
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
i
s
s
u
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
a
 
w
i
l
l
i
n
g
n
e
s
s
 
t
o
e
x
p
r
e
s
s
 
o
w
n
 
i
d
e
a
s
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
b
e
 
q
u
i
e
t
 
a
n
d
 
l
i
s
t
e
n
 
i
f
 
o
n
e
 
i
s
t
a
l
k
a
t
i
v
e
 
a
n
d
/
o
r
 
h
a
s
 
l
o
t
s
 
o
f
 
i
d
e
a
s
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
s
p
e
a
k
 
u
p
 
w
h
e
n
o
n
e
 
h
a
s
 
t
h
o
u
g
h
t
s
 
t
o
 
s
h
a
r
e
 
i
f
 
s
/
h
e
 
i
s
 
a
 
q
u
i
e
t
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
.
W
i
l
l
i
n
g
n
e
s
s
 
t
o
 
c
o
m
e
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
,
 
f
o
c
u
s
 
o
n
 
i
t
’
s
 
a
g
e
n
d
a
 
a
n
d
b
e
 
‘
o
n
’
 
e
v
e
n
 
w
h
e
n
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
i
s
 
l
o
t
s
 
t
o
 
d
o
 
o
u
t
s
i
d
e
 
t
h
e
 
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
r
o
o
m
.
 
W
H
O
:
 
E
V
E
N
T
U
A
L
L
Y
 
E
A
C
H
 
A
N
D
 
E
V
E
R
Y
M
E
M
B
E
R
 
O
F
 
T
H
E
 
G
R
O
U
P
.
A
s
k
i
n
g
 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
 
f
e
e
l
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
c
e
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
s
 
a
r
e
r
e
s
p
e
c
t
e
d
 
a
n
d
 
a
p
p
r
e
c
i
a
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
a
l
l
 
t
h
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
m
e
m
b
e
r
s
 
a
s
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
t
h
e
 
f
a
c
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
E
A
C
H
 
P
A
R
T
I
C
I
P
A
N
T
 
r
a
i
s
e
s
d
i
f
f
i
c
u
l
t
 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 
r
e
g
a
r
d
l
e
s
s
 
o
f
 
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
r
o
o
m
.
 
 
F
u
r
t
h
e
r
m
o
r
e
,
 
T
H
E
 
Q
U
E
S
T
I
O
N
S
 
T
H
A
T
 
E
V
E
R
Y
O
N
E
I
S
 
T
H
I
N
K
I
N
G
 
A
R
E
 
B
E
I
N
G
 
A
S
K
E
D
.
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
t
h
i
n
k
 
c
r
i
t
i
c
a
l
l
y
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
t
h
e
 
v
a
r
i
o
u
s
 
a
s
p
e
c
t
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
w
o
r
k
.
 
 
W
i
l
l
i
n
g
n
e
s
s
 
t
o
 
r
i
s
k
 
c
o
m
f
o
r
t
a
b
l
e
 
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
t
o
 
a
s
k
 
t
h
e
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
g
e
t
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
h
e
a
r
t
 
o
f
 
i
s
s
u
e
s
,
 
c
h
a
l
l
e
n
g
e
 
s
t
a
t
u
s
 
q
u
o
a
n
d
 
e
n
c
o
u
r
a
g
e
 
o
p
e
n
,
 
h
o
n
e
s
t
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
s
p
e
c
t
f
u
l
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
.
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
f
r
a
m
e
 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 
r
e
s
p
e
c
t
f
u
l
l
y
.
 
 
W
H
O
:
E
V
E
N
T
U
A
L
L
Y
 
E
A
C
H
 
A
N
D
 
E
V
E
R
Y
 
M
E
M
B
E
R
 
O
F
 
T
H
E
G
R
O
U
P
.
A
c
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
R
e
s
o
l
v
i
n
g
C
o
n
f
l
i
c
t
P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
 
a
r
e
 
a
b
l
e
 
t
o
 
p
u
t
 
t
h
e
 
h
i
g
h
e
s
t
 
g
o
o
d
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
a
n
d
 
i
t
s
 
c
o
m
m
o
n
 
g
o
a
l
s
 
a
b
o
v
e
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
 
a
g
e
n
d
a
s
 
a
s
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
t
h
e
 
f
a
c
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
T
H
E
 
 
‘
E
L
E
P
H
A
N
T
S
’
 
I
N
 
T
H
E
M
E
E
T
I
N
G
 
R
O
O
M
 
A
R
E
 
U
N
V
E
I
L
E
D
 
A
N
D
 
T
A
L
K
E
D
A
B
O
U
T
.
 
 
I
n
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
w
o
r
d
s
,
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
a
r
e
 
n
o
t
 
s
e
v
e
r
a
l
 
“
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
s
o
u
t
s
i
d
e
 
t
h
e
 
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
”
 
w
h
e
r
e
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
a
l
 
c
o
n
c
e
r
n
s
 
a
r
e
 
b
e
i
n
g
d
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
d
.
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
 
a
n
d
 
s
e
p
a
r
a
t
e
 
o
u
t
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
 
a
g
e
n
d
a
s
 
a
n
d
i
s
s
u
e
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
w
h
o
l
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
.
 
 
W
i
l
l
i
n
g
n
e
s
s
 
t
o
 
l
i
s
t
e
n
t
o
 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
’
s
 
p
e
r
s
p
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
d
 
w
i
t
h
 
r
e
s
p
e
c
t
a
n
d
 
c
o
m
p
a
s
s
i
o
n
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
s
t
a
t
e
 
i
n
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
e
n
c
i
e
s
 
w
i
t
h
o
u
t
b
l
a
m
e
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
o
n
e
’
s
 
m
i
n
d
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
a
c
c
e
p
t
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
f
o
r
 
o
n
e
’
s
 
o
w
n
 
i
s
s
u
e
s
 
o
r
 
m
i
s
t
a
k
e
s
.
C
o
m
m
i
t
m
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
m
m
o
n
 
g
o
a
l
s
 
a
n
d
 
o
u
t
c
o
m
e
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
o
v
e
r
a
l
l
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
.
 
 
W
H
O
:
 
E
V
E
N
T
U
A
L
L
Y
 
E
A
C
H
 
A
N
D
 
E
V
E
R
Y
M
E
M
B
E
R
 
O
F
 
T
H
E
 
G
R
O
U
P
.
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.D
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
 
b
y
 
R
e
g
i
n
a
 
B
a
r
t
u
l
o
v
i
c
h
 
R
i
c
h
a
r
d
s
 
f
o
r
 
C
C
C
/
S
P
F
a
l
l
 
2
0
0
0
E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
C
o
l
l
a
b
o
r
a
t
i
v
e
C
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
t
S
u
b
 
t
a
s
k
/
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
E
v
i
d
e
n
c
e
Q
u
a
l
i
t
i
e
s
 
R
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
 
t
o
 
A
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
 
&
W
h
o
 
c
o
u
l
d
 
d
o
 
i
t
…
C
l
e
a
r
 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 
m
a
k
i
n
g
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
e
s
N
o
 
o
n
e
 
l
e
a
v
e
s
 
t
h
e
 
r
o
o
m
 
w
o
n
d
e
r
i
n
g
 
w
h
a
t
 
‘
j
u
s
t
 
h
a
p
p
e
n
e
d
’
 
o
r
‘
s
o
 
n
o
w
 
w
h
a
t
?
’
.
 
 
E
v
e
r
y
o
n
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
s
 
w
h
y
 
a
 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 
w
a
s
m
a
d
e
 
a
n
d
 
a
g
r
e
e
s
 
t
o
 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t
 
i
t
 
e
v
e
n
 
i
f
 
i
t
 
d
o
e
s
n
’
t
 
g
o
 
e
x
a
c
t
l
y
 
 
a
s
t
h
e
y
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
h
a
v
e
 
l
i
k
e
d
.
A
l
e
r
t
 
a
t
t
e
n
t
i
v
e
n
e
s
s
 
d
u
r
i
n
g
 
k
e
y
 
m
o
m
e
n
t
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
.
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
s
p
e
a
k
 
u
p
 
w
h
e
n
 
i
s
s
u
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
n
o
t
 
c
l
e
a
r
.
 
 
P
r
e
s
e
n
c
e
 
o
f
m
i
n
d
 
a
n
d
 
c
l
a
r
i
t
y
 
w
i
t
h
 
o
n
e
’
s
 
p
e
r
s
p
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
i
s
s
u
e
 
a
t
h
a
n
d
.
 
 
W
i
l
l
i
n
g
n
e
s
s
 
t
o
 
h
o
l
d
 
o
n
e
’
s
 
o
p
i
n
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n
w
i
t
h
o
u
t
 
“
g
o
i
n
g
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
f
l
o
w
”
 
a
n
d
 
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
s
a
m
e
 
t
i
m
e
c
o
m
m
i
t
m
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
m
m
o
n
 
g
o
a
l
s
 
a
n
d
 
g
o
o
d
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
.
W
H
O
:
 
E
V
E
N
T
U
A
L
L
Y
 
E
A
C
H
 
A
N
D
 
E
V
E
R
Y
 
M
E
M
B
E
R
 
O
F
T
H
E
 
G
R
O
U
P
.
M
a
k
i
n
g
 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
 
k
n
o
w
 
w
h
e
r
e
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
 
i
s
 
a
t
,
 
w
h
a
t
 
w
o
r
k
 
i
s
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d
 
a
n
d
 
w
h
a
t
 
w
o
r
k
 
n
e
e
d
s
 
t
o
 
b
e
 
d
o
n
e
.
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
t
r
u
l
y
 
h
e
a
r
 
a
n
 
o
p
p
o
s
i
n
g
 
v
i
e
w
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
o
n
e
’
s
 
m
i
n
d
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
s
e
e
 
a
 
c
o
n
c
e
p
t
 
o
r
 
i
d
e
a
 
i
n
 
a
 
n
e
w
 
l
i
g
h
t
 
o
r
p
e
r
s
p
e
c
t
i
v
e
.
 
 
C
o
m
m
i
t
m
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
m
a
k
i
n
g
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
n
 
t
o
 
s
t
i
c
k
 
b
y
 
a
 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 
o
n
c
e
 
t
h
e
g
r
o
u
p
 
h
a
s
 
m
a
d
e
 
i
t
.
 
 
W
H
O
:
 
E
V
E
N
T
U
A
L
L
Y
 
E
A
C
H
 
A
N
D
E
V
E
R
Y
 
M
E
M
B
E
R
 
O
F
 
T
H
E
 
G
R
O
U
P
.
V
o
l
u
n
t
e
e
r
i
n
g
 
f
o
r
 
t
a
s
k
s
T
h
e
r
e
 
a
r
e
 
s
e
l
d
o
m
 
l
o
n
g
 
s
i
l
e
n
c
e
s
 
(
o
r
 
a
n
y
 
s
i
l
e
n
c
e
s
)
 
w
h
e
n
 
t
h
e
f
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
o
r
 
i
s
 
a
s
k
i
n
g
 
w
h
o
 
w
i
l
l
 
d
o
 
w
h
a
t
.
A
n
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
 
o
f
 
o
n
e
’
s
 
o
w
n
 
s
t
r
e
n
g
t
h
s
,
 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
s
,
 
a
n
d
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
.
 
 
A
 
w
i
l
l
i
n
g
n
e
s
s
 
t
o
 
c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
e
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
w
o
r
k
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
s
a
y
,
 
“
 
I
 
w
i
l
l
 
d
o
 
t
h
a
t
.
”
 
W
H
O
:
E
V
E
N
T
U
A
L
L
Y
 
E
A
C
H
 
A
N
D
 
E
V
E
R
Y
 
M
E
M
B
E
R
 
O
F
 
T
H
E
G
R
O
U
P
.
B
r
i
n
g
i
n
g
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
b
a
c
k
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
g
r
o
u
p
P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
 
h
a
v
e
 
k
e
y
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
,
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
t
i
m
e
 
f
r
a
m
e
 
a
l
l
o
t
t
e
d
t
o
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 
b
a
c
k
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
.
 
 
(
S
e
e
 
l
i
n
k
i
n
g
 
k
e
y
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
t
o
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
 
a
g
e
n
d
a
 
i
t
e
m
s
 
a
b
o
v
e
.
)
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
a
n
d
 
w
i
l
l
i
n
g
n
e
s
s
 
t
o
 
d
o
 
t
h
e
 
w
o
r
k
 
o
n
e
 
h
a
s
 
v
o
l
u
n
t
e
e
r
e
d
f
o
r
 
i
n
 
a
 
t
i
m
e
l
y
 
m
a
n
n
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
b
r
i
n
g
 
b
a
c
k
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
.
W
H
O
:
 
E
V
E
N
T
U
A
L
L
Y
 
E
A
C
H
 
A
N
D
 
E
V
E
R
Y
 
M
E
M
B
E
R
 
O
F
T
H
E
 
G
R
O
U
P
.
H
o
l
d
i
n
g
 
e
a
c
h
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
t
o
c
o
m
m
i
t
m
e
n
t
s
T
h
e
r
e
 
a
r
e
 
n
o
 
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
s
 
o
u
t
s
i
d
e
 
t
h
e
 
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
p
e
o
p
l
e
 
o
r
 
w
o
r
k
.
 
 
T
h
e
 
w
o
r
k
 
i
s
 
g
e
t
t
i
n
g
 
d
o
n
e
.
 
 
M
e
m
b
e
r
s
 
a
r
e
c
o
m
f
o
r
t
a
b
l
e
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
t
i
m
e
f
r
a
m
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
m
a
n
n
e
r
 
i
n
 
w
h
i
c
h
t
h
e
 
w
o
r
k
 
i
s
 
g
e
t
t
i
n
g
 
d
o
n
e
.
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
a
d
d
r
e
s
s
 
c
o
n
c
e
r
n
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
 
f
e
l
l
o
w
 
t
e
a
m
 
m
e
m
b
e
r
 
(
o
n
e
o
n
 
o
n
e
 
a
n
d
/
o
r
 
a
t
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
l
e
v
e
l
)
 
w
h
e
n
 
s
o
m
e
o
n
e
 
h
a
s
 
s
a
i
d
 
o
n
e
t
h
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
d
o
n
e
 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r
(
r
e
g
a
r
d
l
e
s
s
 
o
f
 
a
n
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
’
s
 
s
t
a
t
u
s
o
r
 
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
)
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
 
a
n
d
 
a
d
d
r
e
s
s
 
d
i
s
c
r
e
p
a
n
c
i
e
s
i
n
 
v
e
r
b
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
w
r
i
t
t
e
n
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
a
n
d
 
i
n
 
w
o
r
k
 
o
n
e
 
h
a
s
d
o
n
e
.
 
 
W
H
O
:
 
E
V
E
N
T
U
A
L
L
Y
 
E
A
C
H
 
A
N
D
 
E
V
E
R
Y
M
E
M
B
E
R
 
O
F
 
T
H
E
 
G
R
O
U
P
.
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.D
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
 
b
y
 
R
e
g
i
n
a
 
B
a
r
t
u
l
o
v
i
c
h
 
R
i
c
h
a
r
d
s
 
f
o
r
 
C
C
C
/
S
P
F
a
l
l
 
2
0
0
0
E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
C
o
l
l
a
b
o
r
a
t
i
v
e
C
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
t
S
u
b
 
t
a
s
k
/
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
E
v
i
d
e
n
c
e
Q
u
a
l
i
t
i
e
s
 
R
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
 
t
o
 
A
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
 
&
W
h
o
 
c
o
u
l
d
 
d
o
 
i
t
…
E
q
u
a
l
i
z
i
n
g
 
p
o
w
e
r
N
o
n
-
E
n
g
l
i
s
h
 
s
p
e
a
k
i
n
g
 
m
e
m
b
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
 
a
s
m
u
c
h
 
o
r
 
m
o
r
e
 
t
h
a
n
 
E
n
g
l
i
s
h
 
s
p
e
a
k
i
n
g
 
m
e
m
b
e
r
s
.
 
 
M
e
m
b
e
r
s
w
i
t
h
 
m
o
r
e
 
e
v
i
d
e
n
t
 
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
 
o
r
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
w
h
o
p
o
s
s
e
s
s
 
m
o
r
e
 
‘
c
l
o
u
t
’
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
 
‘
e
l
b
o
w
 
t
o
 
e
l
b
o
w
’
 
w
i
t
h
o
t
h
e
r
s
.
 
 
P
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
f
e
e
l
 
V
E
R
Y
 
c
o
m
f
o
r
t
a
b
l
e
 
s
h
a
r
i
n
g
t
h
e
i
r
 
p
e
r
s
p
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
a
s
k
i
n
g
 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
.
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
a
d
d
r
e
s
s
 
c
o
n
c
e
r
n
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
 
f
e
l
l
o
w
 
t
e
a
m
 
m
e
m
b
e
r
 
(
o
n
e
o
n
 
o
n
e
 
a
n
d
/
o
r
 
a
t
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
l
e
v
e
l
)
.
 
A
n
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
 
o
f
 
o
n
e
s
o
w
n
 
s
t
r
e
n
g
t
h
s
,
 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
.
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
t
r
u
l
y
 
h
e
a
r
a
n
 
o
p
p
o
s
i
n
g
 
v
i
e
w
.
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
 
a
n
d
 
s
e
p
a
r
a
t
e
 
o
u
t
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
 
a
g
e
n
d
a
s
 
a
n
d
 
i
s
s
u
e
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
w
h
o
l
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
.
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
b
e
 
q
u
i
e
t
 
a
n
d
 
l
i
s
t
e
n
 
i
f
 
o
n
e
 
i
s
 
t
a
l
k
a
t
i
v
e
 
a
n
d
/
o
r
 
h
a
s
l
o
t
s
 
o
f
 
i
d
e
a
s
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
s
p
e
a
k
 
u
p
 
w
h
e
n
 
o
n
e
 
h
a
s
 
t
h
o
u
g
h
t
s
 
t
o
s
h
a
r
e
 
i
f
 
s
/
h
e
 
i
s
 
a
 
q
u
i
e
t
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
a
c
c
e
p
t
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
f
o
r
 
o
n
e
’
s
 
o
w
n
 
p
a
r
t
.
 
 
W
i
l
l
i
n
g
n
e
s
s
 
t
o
 
p
u
t
 
t
h
e
g
r
e
a
t
e
r
 
g
o
o
d
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
w
o
r
k
 
f
i
r
s
t
.
W
H
O
:
 
E
V
E
N
T
U
A
L
L
Y
 
E
A
C
H
 
A
N
D
 
E
V
E
R
Y
 
M
E
M
B
E
R
 
O
F
T
H
E
 
G
R
O
U
P
.
N
o
t
e
-
t
a
k
i
n
g
P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
 
h
a
v
e
 
i
n
 
h
a
n
d
,
 
i
n
 
p
r
o
p
e
r
 
l
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
,
 
a
 
c
l
e
a
r
 
a
n
d
a
c
c
u
r
a
t
e
 
w
r
i
t
t
e
n
 
r
e
c
o
r
d
 
o
f
 
g
r
o
u
p
s
 
w
o
r
k
 
t
o
 
d
a
t
e
 
(
k
e
y
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 
a
n
d
 
a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
s
)
 
a
n
d
 
a
n
y
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
p
e
r
t
i
n
e
n
t
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
.
U
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
 
o
f
 
p
u
r
p
o
s
e
 
o
f
 
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
g
o
a
l
 
o
f
w
o
r
k
/
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
.
 
L
i
g
h
t
 
C
l
e
r
i
c
a
l
 
S
k
i
l
l
s
.
 
A
c
c
e
s
s
 
t
o
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
.
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
r
e
c
o
r
d
 
k
e
y
 
i
d
e
a
s
,
 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 
a
n
d
 
a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
s
c
l
e
a
r
l
y
 
a
n
d
 
s
u
c
c
i
n
c
t
l
y
 
i
n
 
w
r
i
t
i
n
g
.
 
 
C
o
n
f
i
d
e
n
c
e
 
t
o
 
a
s
k
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 
w
h
e
n
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
s
 
n
o
t
 
c
l
e
a
r
 
a
n
d
/
o
r
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
n
o
t
o
n
 
t
r
a
c
k
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
w
o
r
k
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
r
a
n
s
l
a
t
o
r
 
w
h
o
 
w
i
l
l
 
c
r
e
a
t
e
n
o
n
-
E
n
g
l
i
s
h
 
w
r
i
t
t
e
n
 
c
o
p
y
 
o
f
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
r
e
c
o
r
d
s
.
W
H
O
:
 
 
A
n
y
o
n
e
 
c
o
n
n
e
c
t
e
d
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
b
o
v
e
 
s
k
i
l
l
s
.
F
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
–
 
i
s
 
a
 
m
e
a
n
s
 
t
o
 
a
n
 
e
n
d
.
G
o
o
d
 
f
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
s
k
i
l
l
s
 
w
i
l
l
 
s
e
r
v
e
t
h
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
m
u
c
h
 
b
e
t
t
e
r
 
t
h
a
n
 
i
n
d
e
p
t
h
 
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
w
o
r
k
 
a
n
d
 
a
p
r
e
c
o
n
c
e
i
v
e
d
 
i
d
e
a
 
o
f
 
w
h
e
r
e
 
i
t
 
n
e
e
d
s
t
o
 
g
o
.
M
e
e
t
i
n
g
 
b
e
g
i
n
s
 
a
n
d
 
e
n
d
s
 
o
n
 
t
i
m
e
,
 
u
n
l
e
s
s
 
e
x
t
e
n
d
e
d
 
b
y
 
g
r
o
u
p
c
o
n
s
e
n
t
.
 
 
E
A
C
H
 
P
A
R
T
I
C
I
P
A
N
T
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
s
 
t
h
e
 
p
u
r
p
o
s
e
,
c
o
n
t
e
n
t
,
 
o
r
d
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
f
l
o
w
 
o
f
 
b
u
s
i
n
e
s
s
 
a
s
 
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
a
c
t
i
v
e
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n
,
 
t
h
o
u
g
h
t
f
u
l
/
h
e
l
p
f
u
l
 
c
o
m
m
e
n
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
i
n
p
u
t
.
K
e
y
 
i
d
e
a
s
 
a
n
d
 
i
s
s
u
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
a
d
d
r
e
s
s
e
d
 
i
n
 
s
o
m
e
 
w
a
y
(
i
m
m
e
d
i
a
t
e
l
y
,
 
‘
p
a
r
k
i
n
g
 
l
o
t
’
,
 
t
i
e
d
 
t
o
 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r
 
a
g
e
n
d
a
 
i
t
e
m
,
e
t
c
.
)
 
 
E
v
e
r
y
o
n
e
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
s
.
 
 
F
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
o
r
 
i
s
 
n
o
t
 
t
h
e
 
o
n
l
y
p
e
r
s
o
n
 
t
a
l
k
i
n
g
 
d
u
r
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
.
 
 
I
s
 
a
b
l
e
 
t
o
 
i
n
t
r
o
d
u
c
e
 
a
t
o
p
i
c
 
a
n
d
 
l
e
t
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
n
v
e
r
s
a
t
i
o
n
 
f
l
o
w
,
 
t
y
i
n
g
 
u
p
 
e
n
d
s
 
a
s
 
t
h
e
y
a
r
e
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d
.
I
n
-
d
e
p
t
h
 
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 
o
f
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
f
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
i
o
n
.
 
 
 
C
l
e
a
r
,
 
l
o
u
d
,
 
w
e
l
l
p
a
c
e
d
 
v
e
r
b
a
l
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
s
k
i
l
l
s
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
l
i
s
t
e
n
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
l
y
,
 
p
a
t
i
e
n
t
l
y
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
m
p
a
s
s
i
o
n
a
t
e
l
y
.
 
 
E
n
o
u
g
h
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
t
o
 
t
i
e
 
t
o
g
e
t
h
e
r
 
i
n
p
u
t
 
a
n
d
c
o
m
m
e
n
t
s
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
m
m
o
n
 
p
u
r
p
o
s
e
 
a
n
d
 
w
o
r
k
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
o
v
e
r
a
l
l
 
g
o
a
l
s
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
s
e
p
a
r
a
t
e
 
o
u
t
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
i
s
s
u
e
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
r
i
s
e
 
r
e
l
a
t
e
d
 
t
o
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
,
 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
 
a
g
e
n
d
a
 
o
r
t
o
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
w
o
r
k
 
a
n
d
 
g
o
a
l
s
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
b
e
 
s
i
l
e
n
t
 
a
n
d
 
n
o
t
 
r
e
s
c
u
e
t
h
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
w
h
e
n
 
p
e
o
p
l
e
 
n
e
e
d
 
t
o
 
t
a
k
e
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
f
o
r
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
i
n
p
u
t
.
 
 
A
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
d
r
a
w
 
o
u
t
 
q
u
i
e
t
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
h
o
l
d
 
o
f
f
 
o
v
e
r
l
y
 
a
c
t
i
v
e
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
r
e
s
p
e
c
t
f
u
l
l
y
.
W
H
O
:
 
 
A
n
y
o
n
e
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
a
b
o
v
e
 
s
k
i
l
l
s
.
 
 
(
N
o
t
e
:
 
 
I
t
 
m
a
y
 
b
e
h
e
l
p
f
u
l
 
i
f
 
t
h
i
s
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
 
i
s
 
o
u
t
s
i
d
e
 
t
h
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
m
e
m
b
e
r
s
h
i
p
 
a
s
 
a
n
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
o
b
s
e
r
v
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
f
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
o
r
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
.
)
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.HANDBOOK ON  
COALITION 
BUILDING 
Older Americans Act
NATIONAL ELDERCARE CAMPAIGN 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.LEVEL OF INSTITUTIONALIZATION (LOIN) SCALES FOR HEALTH PROMOTION PROGRAMS 
FROM 
Goodman, R.M., McLeroy, K.R., Steckler, A., Hoyle, R.H. “Development of Level of Institutionalization 
(LoIn) Scales for Health Promotion Programs.” Health Education Quarterly, Vol 20 (2), 1993, 161-178. 
 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.PRODUCTION SUBSYSTEM
1a. Have the program’s goals and/or objectives been put into writing? 
Yes   No Not sure/Not applicable 
↓ ↓
1b. If yes, for how many   Go to question 2 
years have written goals 
& objectives actually 
been followed? 
 Year(s) 
↓ ↓
1c. Of all the aspects of the program that could have written goals and objectives, what is your best 
estimate of the proportion which actually have written goals and objectives? 
N o n e   F e w   M o s t   A l l
  1    2    3   4 
2a. Have any of the plans or procedures used for implementing this program been put in writing? 
Yes   No Not sure/Not applicable 
↓ ↓
2b. If yes, for how many   Go to question 3 
years have such written  
plans or procedures 
actually been followed?
 Year(s) 
↓ ↓
2c. Of all the aspects of the program that could have written plans and procedure, what is your best 
estimate of the proportion which actually have written plans and procedures? 
N o n e   F e w   M o s t   A l l
1  2  3  4 
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 3a. Has a schedule (e.g. timetable, plan of action) used for implementing program activities been put in 
writing? 
Yes   No Not sure/Not applicable 
↓ ↓
3b. If yes, for how many   Go to question 4 
years have written  
schedules actually 
been followed? 
 Year(s) 
↓ ↓
3c. Of all the aspects of the program that could have written schedules, what is your best estimate of the 
proportion which actually have written schedules? 
N o n e   F e w   M o s t   A l l
  1    2    3   4 
4a. Have the strategies for implementing this program been adapted to fit local circumstances?
Yes   No Not sure/Not applicable 
↓ ↓
4b. If yes, for how many   Go to question 5 
years have logically 
adapted strategies actually 
been followed? 
 Year(s) 
↓ ↓
4c. Of all the aspects of the program that could be adapted to fit local circumstances, what is your best 
estimate of the proportion which actually have? 
N o n e   F e w   M o s t   A l l
  1    2    3   4 
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 5a. Has a formal evaluation of the program been conducted? 
Yes   No Not sure/Not applicable 
↓ ↓
5b. If yes, how many  Go to question 6 
times has the program 
been formally evaluated? 
 Year(s) 
↓ ↓
5c. Of all the aspects of the program that could be formally evaluated, what is your best estimate of the 
proportion which have been formally evaluated? 
N o n e   F e w   M o s t   A l l
  1    2    3   4 
MANAGERIAL SUBSYSTEM
6a. Has a supervisor (e.g., section chief, department head) been formally assigned to oversee the 
program?
Yes   No Not sure/Not applicable 
↓ ↓
6b. If yes, for how many   Go to question 7 
years has such a  
supervisor actually 
been formally assigned 
to oversee the program?
 Year(s) 
↓ ↓
6c. Of all the aspects of the program that could receive supervision, what is your best estimate of the 
proportion which actually receives such supervision? 
N o n e   F e w   M o s t   A l l
  1    2    3   4 
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 7a. Have formalized job descriptions been written for staff involved with this program? 
Yes   No Not sure/Not applicable 
↓ ↓
7b. If yes, for how many   Go to question 8 
years have formalized 
job descriptions actually 
been followed? 
 Year(s) 
↓ ↓
7c. What is your best estimate of the number of staff involved in the program who have written job 
descriptions?
N o n e   F e w   M o s t   A l l
  1    2    3   4 
8a. Are evaluation reports of this program done on a schedule similar to evaluation reports for most other 
programs in your organization? 
Yes   No Not sure/Not applicable 
↓ ↓
8b. If yes, for how many   Go to question 9 
years have evaluation  
reports actually been 
produced on a schedule 
similar to such reports 
for most other programs  
in your organization? 
 Year(s) 
↓ ↓
8c. What is your best estimate of the extent that evaluation reports for this program are produced on a 
schedule similar to evaluation reports for most other programs in your organization? 
N o n e   F e w   M o s t   A l l
  1    2    3   4 
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 MAINTENANCE SUBSYSTEM
9a. Have permanent staff been assigned to implement this program? 
Yes   No Not sure/Not applicable 
↓ ↓
9b. If yes, for how many   Go to question 10 
years have permanent 
staff been assigned to 
implement this program? 
 Year(s) 
↓ ↓
9c. What is your best estimate of the number of staff who implement the program that are in permanent 
positions? 
N o n e   F e w   M o s t   A l l
  1    2    3   4 
10a. Has an administrative-level, individual within your organization been actively involved in advocating 
for this program’s continuation? 
Yes   No Not sure/Not applicable 
↓ ↓
10b. If yes, for how many   Go to question 11 
years have written goals 
& objectives actually 
been followed? 
 Year(s) 
↓ ↓
10c. What is your best estimate of how active this administrative level individual has been advocating for 
the program’s continuation? 
Not  at  all   Minimally  Moderately  Very 
  1    2    3   4 
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 11a. Do staff in your organization, other than those actually implementing the program, actively contribute 
to the program’s operations? 
Yes   No Not sure/Not applicable 
↓ ↓
11b. If yes, for how many   Go to question 12 
years have such staff
in your organization 
actively contributed to 
the program’s operations? 
 Year(s) 
↓ ↓
11c. Of all the staff in your organization who could contribute to the operation of this program, what is 
your best estimate of the proportion that actually contribute to it? 
N o n e   F e w   M o s t   A l l
  1    2    3   4 
SUPPORTIVE SUBSYSTEM
12a. Has the program made a transition from trial or pilot status to permanent status in your organization? 
Yes   No Not sure/Not applicable 
↓ ↓
12b. If yes, for how many   Go to question 13 
years has this program 
had permanent status? 
 Year(s) 
↓ ↓
12c. What is your best estimate of how permanent this program is in your organization? 
Not  at  all   Minimally  Moderately  Very 
  1    2    3   4 
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 13a.Has the program been assigned permanent physical space within your organization? 
Yes   No Not sure/Not applicable 
↓ ↓
13b. If yes, for how many   Go to question 14 
years has it maintained  
such permanent space?
 Year(s) 
↓ ↓
13c. Of all the permanent space that this program needs, what is your best estimate of the proportion of 
permanent space it currently occupies? 
None A small amount  Most that it needs  All it needs 
  1    2    3   4 
14a. Is this program’s source of funding similar to the funding sources for other established programs 
within your organization? 
Yes   No Not sure/Not applicable 
↓ ↓
14b. If yes, for how many   Go to question 15 
years has this program’s 
funding sources been  
similar to those for other 
established programs
within your organization? 
 Year(s) 
↓ ↓
14c. In your best estimate, how permanent is the program’s source of funding? 
None    Minimally  Moderately  Very 
  1    2    3   4 
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 15a. Is the staff most closely associated with this program’s implementation hired from a stable funding 
source? 
Yes   No Not sure/Not applicable 
↓
15b. If yes, for how many  
years has the staff most
closely associated with this 
program’s implementation
been hired from a stable  
funding source? 
 Year(s) 
↓
15c. What is your best estimate of how permanent the funding is for the staff most closely associated with 
this program’s implementation? 
Not  at  all   Minimally  Moderately  Very 
  1    2    3   4 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 
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 Scoring the LoIn Scale 
The grid on the next page can be used to score the LoIn scale in conjunction with the following directions: 
Each question has three sub-questions (a, b, and c). Sub-questions “a” and “b” are scored together, 
resulting in one score for the two sub-items, and sub-question “c” forms is scored separately.
For all “a” and “b” sub-questions, score as follows: 
• If you checked “No” or “Not sure/not applicable” for “a” then the score for the sub-item = 0; 
• If you checked “Yes” for “a” and wrote “0” or “1” for “b”, then the score for the sub-item = 1; 
• If you checked “Yes” for “a” and wrote “2” or “3” for “b”, then the score for the sub-item = 2; 
• If you checked “Yes” for “a” and wrote “4” or “5” for “b”, then the score for the sub-item = 3; 
• If you checked “Yes” for “a” and wrote “6” or more for “b”, then the score for the sub-item = 4;
For all “c” sub-questions, score them as the number that you circled for that item (e.g., if you circled a “2” 
then the score for that item = 2). 
Each three-part item represents one of the following organizational sub-systems: production (items 1-5), 
managerial (items 6-8), maintenance (items 9-11), and supportive (items 12-15). Using the grid on the 
next page, add the score for all sub-items “a” and “b” as indicated and divide by the number listed on the 
grid. Follow the same procedure for all “c” sub-items.
For sub-items “a” and “b”: 
• If the mean score is “1” or less then institutionalization is low; 
• If the mean score is greater than “1” but less than or equal to “3” then institutionalization is low to 
moderate; 
• If the mean score is greater than “3” but less than or equal to “5” then institutionalization is 
moderate to high; 
• If the mean score is greater than “5” then institutionalization is high.
For sub-items “c”: 
• If the mean score is less than or equal to “2” then institutionalization is low; 
• If the mean score is greater than “2” but less than or equal to “3” then institutionalization is 
moderate; 
• If the mean score is greater than “3” then institutionalization is high.
In which subsystems did you score low? What can you do to increase the institutionalization score for 
that subsystem? 
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 SCORE SHEET FOR PROGRAM INSTITUTIONALIZATION
ITEMS “A” AND “B” 
Subsystem  Item  Item Score  Mean Score 
PRODUCTION 1 “a” and “b” 
2 “a” and “b” 
3 “a” and “b” 
4 “a” and “b” 
5 “a” and “b” 
Item sum =   Item sum/5 = 
MANAGERIAL  6 “a” and “b” 
7 “a” and “b” 
8 “a” and “b” 
Item sum =  Item sum/3 = 
MAINTENANCE  9 “a” and “b” 
10 “a” and “b” 
11 “a” and “b” 
Item sum =  Item sum/3 = 
SUPPORT  12 “a” and “b” 
13 “a” and “b” 
14 “a” and “b” 
15 “a” and “b” 
Item sum =  Item sum/4 = 
SCORE SHEET FOR PROGRAM INSTITUTIONALIZATION
ITEM “C” 
Subsystem  Item  Item Score  Mean Score 
PRODUCTION 1  c
2  c 
3  c 
4  c 
5  c 
Item sum =   Item sum/5 = 
MANAGERIAL 6  c 
7  c 
8  c 
Item sum =  Item sum/3 = 
MAINTENANCE 9  c 
10  c 
11  c 
Item sum =  Item sum/3 = 
SUPPORT 12  c
13  c 
14  c 
15  c 
Item sum =  Item sum/4 = 
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SENSE OF COMMUNITY INDEX
I am going to read some statements that people might make about their [block].  Each time I read one 
of these statements, please tell me if it is mostly true or mostly false about your [block] simply by saying 
"true" or "false"
True = 1 False =0
QI. I think my [block] is a good place for me to live.
Q2. People on this [block] do not share the same values.
Q3. My [neighbors] and I want the same things from the [block].
Q4. I can recognize most of the people who live on my [block].
Q5. I feel at home on this [block].
Q6. Very few of my [neighbors] know me.
Q7. I care about what my [neighbors] think of my actions.
Q8. I have no influence over what this [block] is like.
Q9. If there is a problem on this [block] people who live her can get it solved.
Q10. It is very important to me to live on this particular [block].
Q11. People on this [block] generally don't get along with each other.
Q12. I expect to live on this [block] for a long time.
Total Sense of Community Index = Total Q1 through Q12
Subscales: Membership = Q4 + Q5 + Q6
 Influence = Q7 + Q8 + Q9
Reinforcement of Needs = Q1 + Q2 + Q3
Shared Emotional Connection = Ql0 + Q11 + Q12
*Scores for Q2, Q6, Q8, Q11 need to be reversed before scoring.
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SENSE OF COMMUNITY INDEX
ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS
The attached scale was developed using the urban block as the referent for determining one's sense of 
community.  If you are going to use a different referent, replace "block" with the specific name of the setting 
you wish to assess (e.g. school, neighborhood, city, church, etc.)  Do not use "community” as the referent.  
Make other adaptations as appropriate (e.g. Q12 "expect to live" can be changed to "expect to belong".)  Feel 
free to contact me if you need any assistance.
David M. Chavis, Ph.D.
Association for the Study and Development of Community
12522 Hialeah Way
Gaithersburg, MD 20878
301.519.0722
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